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CoLrEcTOR OF CUSTOMS.
Edward W. Durant, jr., to be collector of customs for the dis-
trict of Charleston, in the State of South Carolina.
ProMoTIONS IN THE REVENUE-CUTTER SERVICE.

Cadet Engineer Charles Edward Sugden to be third lien-
tenant of engineers in the Revenue-Cutter Service.

Cadet Engineer Benjamin Curtis McFadden to be third leu-
tenant of engineers in the Revenue-Cutter Service.

Cadet Engineer Francis Ellery Fitch to be third lieutenant
of engineers in the Revenue-Cutter Service.

Cadet Engineer Kurt Wolfgang Krafft to be third lientenant
of engineers in the Revenue-Cutter Service.

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.

Lieut. Hilary Williams to be a lieutenant.

Commander De Witt Coffman to be a captain.

Commander Thomas D. Griffin to be a captain.

Lieut. Commander Charles M, McCormick to be a commander.

The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior grade) :

David MeD. Le Breton,

Carl A. Richter,

Husband E. Kimmel,

Robert A. Dawes,

Arthur G. Caffee,

Clyde 8. McDowell,

Charles C. Soule, jr., and |

Luman E. Morgan. ‘

The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu-
tenants:

David McD. Le Breton,

Carl A. Richter,

Husband E. Kimmel,

Robert A. Dawes,

Arthur G. Caffee,

Clyde 8. McDowell,

Charles O. Soule, jr.,, and

Luman E. Morgan.

Second Lieut. Allen M. Sumner to be a first lieutenant in the
Marine Corps.

CHAPLAIN IN THE NAYY,
Hugh M, T. Pearce to be a ehaplain.
Recelver oF Pusric MoxNEYS.
John €. Ing to be receiver of public moneys at Sacramento,
PoOSTMASTERS,
ARIZONA.
Irank B. Smith, at Jerome, Ariz.
CALIFGENIA,
Ora R. Miller, at Hl Centro, Cal.
Flora B. Reynolds, at Mill Valley, Cal
ILLINOIS,
Edgar N. Carter, at Oakland, IIL
Edward Cole, at Marshall, I1L
R. E. Mabry, at Fairfield, Ill.
Milton M. Pate, at Sandoval, Il
TOWA.
William Stuart, at Armstrong, Iowa.,
KANSAS.
Elva B. Hilton, at Attica, Kans.
Charles 8. Raines, at Galena, Kans,
KENTUCKY,
Mike Hughes, at Shelbyville, Ky-
MASSACHUSETTS.
William R. Brooks, at Beverly Farms, Mass,
Fred D. Walker, at Belchertown, Mass,
MINNESOTA,
Charles G. Spaulding, at Mapleton, Minn.
Robert 8. Tucker, at Lake Benton, Minn.
MISSOURL
Sebastian Netscher, at Pacific, Mo.
James F. Rhea, at Dixon, Mo.
MONTANA, |
Eugene R. Clingan, at Belt, Mont. |
Paul C. Long, at Taft, Mont. ;
NEW YOERX.
William L. Cooke, at Edmeston, N. X.
Peter 8. Krum, at Affon, N. Y,

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

Isaac M. Smith, at Alden, N. Y. :
Charles M. Walrath, at Ellicottville, N. Y.
Nathan P. Wild, at Valatie, N. ¥.
OREGON.
Byron A. Washburne, at Springfield, Oreg.
PENNSYLVANIA,
James C. McGregor, at Indiana, Pa.
Frank A. Springer, at Belle Vernon, Pa.
TEXAS.
George W. Crossman, at Garland, Tex.
Thomas H. Danforth, at Goliad, Tex.
Joseph Fohn, at Hondo, Tex.
Mary 8. Parish, at Huntsville, Tex.
James B. Seargent, at Orange, Tex.
8. P. Stubbs, at Lubbock, Tex.
WASHINGTON.
DeWitt C. Hostetter, at Sumner, Wash.
WEST VIBGINIA,
J. F. Hudson, at Charleston, W. Va.
WISCONSIN.

Christian A. Hansen, at Stoughton, Wis.

WITHDRAWAL.
Hzecutive nomination wﬁhdm;gn from the Senate March 29,
1909.
UxiTED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE.
Thomas R. Lyons, of Alaska, to be United States distriet
judge, first division, district of Alaska.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

Moxpay, March 29, 1909.

The House met at 10 o’clock a. m.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D.
The Journal of Saturday’s proceedings was read and ap-
proved.
THE TARIFF.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for gen-
eral leave to print on Heuse bill 1438 up to ten legislative days
after the final vote on the passage of the bill in the House.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The vote on this bill, and when it
passes the House?

Mr. PAYNE. The final vote on this bill in the House.

Mr. CLARK eof Missouri. That is this particular bill pending
here now?

Mr. PAYNE. I do not mean after the conference report comes
in, or anything of that kind, but after the passage of this bill

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I just wanted to have it clear.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent for general leave to print on this bill for ten days
after the passage of the bill by the House. Is there objection?

Mr. PAYNE. Upon the subject of the bill.

The SPEAKER. On this bill. The Chair hears no objection.

Mr. PAYNE. I move that the House resolve itself into Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the sinte of Union for the further
consideration of the bill H. R. 1438,

The guestion was taken, and the motion was agreed to.

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of
the Whele House on the state of the Union, Mr. OMsTED in
the ehair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union, for the further consideration
of the bill H. R. 1438, the tariff bill.

Mr. FORNES. Mr. Chairman, I desire to be as brief as possible
in calling the attention of the House and the country to what,
in my judgment—formed by many years of business experience
and observation in our country and abroad—are grave defeets,
and consequently unjust conelusions of facts, in the pending
tariff bill. If tariff is a tax, as it truly is, then the bill proposed
may well be defined as a dishonest tax on the many for the bene-
fit of the favored few. 'The difficulties existing and ever arising
in obtaining the necessaries of life and the comforts of home
ever have been, and ever will be as long as the world exists, the
life struggle of the masses against vested advantages of special
struggle of the masses against vested advantages of special
classes. If this bill becomes a law, then I predict that the van-
tage of the favored classes will be mere pronounced and that
the laborer, the mechanic, the agriculturist, the small manu-
faeturer, and the commercial house will meet greater diffieul-
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ties in earning a fair livelihood. The necessaries of life are
agricultural products and provisions. Schedule G of the con-
templated tariff bill increases the taxation on these from
$18,161,265 to $32,171,658, an increase of $14,010,393, and on
cotton products, the poor man’s wearing apparel, and largely
house furnishing material, $1,056,847. The greater amount of
the fourteen-million increase consists of the proposed duty on
tea, namely, eight million,

Mr. Chairman, it has been, and still is, a proverbial rule
that only about 5 per cent of commercial men are successful;
that is, gain a fair livelihood and accumulate enough for old
age and family demands. The record of time has established
few exceptions to this ecalculation, hence we may assume
that 95 per cent of the people must render lifelong labor for
self-support. Two items alone in the bill submitted by the
Republican members of the Ways and Means Committee im-
pose an additional cost of $15,060,240 annually upon the labor-
ing classes. Is this just? Is it honorable? It may be, ac-
cording to the doctrine and practices of the Republican party—
to protect the interests of the favored few at the cost of the
many, to enrich the rich and impoverish the poor. When
compared, how mnoble and beneficent seem the doctrines of
Democracy to-day, and as they have ever been—watchful of
the welfare of the masses, lessening their costs of necessaries
of life, and so increasing the value of their labor and business
interests.

I admit the necessity of sufficent revenues for the effective
and economical support of the Government, but I do not for one
moment admit the justice of the Republican doctrine as again
exemplified in the so-called “ Payne bill,” of a protective tariff
and only inasmuch as affects the difference of cost of labor. In
this respect I may properly quote the excellent theory of Daniel
Webster, pronouneced in his great speech in Faneunil Hall in 1820,
referring to the policy of protection. He stated:

To individuals, this policy is as Iinjurlous as it is to the Government.
A system of artificial Fmtectlon lends to the people too much reliance
on the Government. f left to their own choice of pursuits, they de-
pend on their own skill and industry. But if the Government essen-
tially affects their occupations by its systems of bounties and prefer-
ences, it is natural, when in distress, that they should call on the
Government for relief. Hence a perpetual contest carried on between
the different interests of soclety. Agriculturists taxed to-day to sus-
tain manufacturers, commerce taxed to-morrow to sustain the ng‘rlcul-
turists, and their impositions, perhaps, on both manufacturers and
agriculturists to support commerce. And when the Government has
exhausted its invention in these modes of legislation, it finds the re-
g:;g;ess favorable than the original and natural state and course of

He could hardly conceive of anything worse than a policy
which should place the great interests of the country in hostility
to one another—a policy which should keep them in constant
conflict and bring them periodieally to fight their battle in Con-
gress. A protective tariff never has and never can give stability
and satisfaction to its own beneficiaries. Its natural aim is to
attain a prohibitive figure. For instance, consider the demands
of our woolen manufacturers to-day—demanding the same pro-
tection they now possess and have since 1897—and are promised
it, because I believe the Ways and Means Committee at the
hearings, it seems, heard only those witnesses who were favor-
able to the retention of the present tariff, excepting on the very
low grades of woolens. I have frequently visited important
sections of woolen factories in Europe, purchasing from the
manufacturer; and from information obtained there, declare
wages in the mills there are not 100 per cent lower than in our
woolen mills, as stated at the hearings.

Forty per cent higher is an extreme figure. Owing to im-
proved machinery, lower rate of interest, lower rate of freight,
greater skill of our weavers, lower cost of material, it seems
to me preposterous for our manufacturers to claim that they
need or will need in the future as high a tariff as the present
law imposes, When I note the statements and demands of
the National Association of Wool Manufacturers, how verified
become the predictions made by Daniel Webster in 1820, how
significant the patriotic declaration made by the wool manu-
facturers in 1857, when it was proposed to increase the duty on
woolens,  stating, “ILet us alone.” The fact should not be
overlooked that a hundred per cent tariff on woolens prevents
fair competition; hence increases the price to the consumer,
which is again a burden on ninety-five out of every hundred
people of our country. To justify their request to retain the
present tariff, they call attention to the small dividends paid
by the mill corporations, but they do not allude to the over-
capitalization or gross profits,. Why should the duty on wool
remain nominally the same? Is it to help the meat trust? Is
it to prevent our wool manufacturers sclling in the markets of
the world, thereby gaining wealth for our country and a larger
demand for labor? In 1908 the wool production was 311,000,000

pounds. The normal demand of our wool manufacturers is
quoted to be 500,000,000 pounds annually; hence we im-
port about 200,000,000 pounds, realizing a revenue of about
$20,000,000. Suppose the manufacturer could obtain his wool
10 per cent cheaper; then it would eliminate the $20,000,000
tariff outlay and, reducing the ad valorem duty on imported
cloth from 50 to 40 per cent, it would, I feel confident, still
enable the American manufacturer to protect wages and,
moreover, sell in the foreign markets. Again, why should the
woolgrowing industry receive a bounty of fully 350 per cent?
Surely the trifling expenditure of cost of labor to feed and
shear a flock of sheep does not warrant it; nor does the higher
cost of grazing land in our country as compared with similar
land and shipping facilities in other sections of the world.
The wool schedule ought to be reduced fully 20 per cent. It
would be no injustice, and it would reduce the cost of clothing
to the millions only earning a bare existence. When we con-
template the principal sources of our wool production and find
that of the 311,000,000 pounds produced in 1908 271,000,000
pounds were grown in so-called “safe” Republican States,
about 20,000,000 in doubtful States, and the balance in Demo-
cratic States, the tenacity with which the Republican party
adheres to its policy of pretended protective tariff on wool is
very clear and significant.

It can not or will not understand that the wisest commercial
policy is and ever will be for any nation having the natural
resources we possess to so apply them that the finished product
thereof can be sold in the markets of the world, and if so,
home consumption can be obtained at the least cost. The ex-
pansion of trade creates an active and steady labor market.
Reduced cost of living and steady employment more than
equalizes a slight reduction perchance of wages. Our cotton
mills compete successfully with the manufacturers of the
world, pay relatively as high wages as are paid in any indus-
try, and why? Simply because they obtain the raw material
as cheap as do their competitors. American genius, coupled
with the best mill equipments, has made our cotton products
the foremost in the world’s market value. An unbiased, scien-
tifie, just tariff on our wool and woolens would soon place our
wool manufacturers in the same proud position. Iven if it
would inerease importation, it would not only proclaim to all
the people our conception of the best and broadest “ interna-
tional commercial policy " is to sell in all markets possible, and
not prohibit foreign markets on account of our excessive tariff
to sell to us. To “live and let live” is as good a motto be-
tween nations as between individuals. If our woolen manufac-
turers could, under a just and liberal tariff, sell but 5 per cent
of their four hundred millions of annual production in foreign
markets and importations would be increased by that amount
it would not only stimulate international trade, but it wonld
add to the Government’s revenue at least fifteen millions of dol-
lars, thereby making it entirely unnecessary to put the ex-
tremely unjust tariff of 8 cents a pound on tea or any tax on
coffee and lumber. In this connection I desire to express my
emphatic disapproval of a specific tax on tea. If it is to be
taxed, it should be on an ad valorem basis, thereby increasing
the cost only as the value increases. Mr. Chairman, a further
study of the bill shows only an increase of 33 per cent on im-
ported spirits and wines. If the proclaimed object of the revi-
sion of the tariff is to raise sufficient revenue to meet the gov-
ernment expenditures is true, then, in all fairness, why was not
the duty raised at least 10 per cent on such a luxury as cham-
pagne? It surely would not affect the poor man's pocket as
will the tariff on tea, coffee, chicory, also women's wearing ap-
parel, or an increased tariff on beer, the people’s beverage,
and already excessively taxed for local and national revenue.

The increased duties average fully 50 per cent on many fam-
ily necessities, but champagne, a prominent item in the spirit
and wine schedule, pays a duty of about 40 per cent of its
value, as heretofore. The several petitions I received, signed
by hundreds of honored citizens, residents of my district, pro-
testing against the contemplated unjust tax on tea and coffee,
should be heeded by Congress, because their appeal is most
considerate and just. In place of an inheritance tax, which is
already imposed by most of the States of the Union, and justly
so0, because the property is subject to the jurisdiction and re-
sponsibilities of the state or local government, the National
Government could properly impose a tax of 2 per cent on divi-
dends paid by all corporations, whether incorporated by na-
tional or state laws. It would be least burdensome and uni-
formly collected at a minimum cost. In this connection I desire
to state that I have always been of the opinion that a graded
income tax for national revenue is proper, based on property
value, because the peaceful possession and protection of
such property of a citizen, wherever situated, is guaranteed by
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the Government. The greater the extent and value of such
property, the greater the degree of responsibility of the Gov-
ernment, and therefore the justice of a varying percenfage on
a personal income. The proper schedule, in my judgment,
would be one-half of 1 per cent on an income of less than
$1,000 annually, 1 per cent on $1,000 to $2,000, 13 per cent on
$2,000 to $4,000, 2 per cent on $4,000 to $6,000, 23 per cent on
$6,000 to $10,000, 3 per cent on $10,000 to $20,000, 3% per cent
on $20,000 to $40,000, 4 per cent on $40,000 to $60,000, 41 per
ecent on $80,000 to $100,000, 5 per cent on $100,000 and over. I
am fully aware that objections are made to an income tax on
account of its doubtful constitutionality and also its inquisitorial
nature. In answer to such objections, I will state regarding
the first one, if it is illegal it should be legalized by a consti-
tutional amendment; the second one, that it is no more of a
personal nature than is a personal tax. I have full faith in the
honesty of our American citizenship, therefore believe it would
be readily and conscientiously paid. It would at all times
produce suflicient revenue for urgently needed improvements of
our waterways and the creation of new ones, especially the
proposed ship canal connecting Lake Erie with Lake Michigan,
thereby lessening freight charges, hence decreased cost to the
consumer, and the enlargement of exportations, and thus a
rapid increase of the Nation’s wealth. I sincerely believe that
the snggestions contained in these brief remarks are worthy of
the serious consideration of Congress, fo the end that taxes
should be levied where they are least burdensome.

Mr. GOULDEN. Mr, Chairman, the various schedules of the
proposed tariff bill, known as the “ Payne measure,” have been
thoroughly thrashed out since its introduction a week or more

ago.

I shall not confine myself sirictly to the bill, but discuss the
principles on which the fabric rests.

Of recent years the so-called “ economic interpretation” of
history has been making headway among the students of the
human race and its civilization ; and beyond question there is a
great measure of weight back of the prineiple that huwman
progress and uplift from savagery has been furthered more by
economic desires than by any other measure of progress or
civilization, with the possible exception of religion. The desire
to soften the hardships of life by the good things which nature
affords, rather than by intellectual indifference or by the re-
ligious promise of rewards in a future life, is surely a natural
and, at the same time, a grand coneeption. The wrestling of
prosperity from nature and the protection of each man in the
happiness thus earned Is a sufficient aim in life for individuals
and governments, and may be the key to all future progress.

But without going to the full lengths of the advoecates of the
economic interpretation of human history, we know that
nothing se concerns us as the compensation we receive for our
labors and the limitations put upon this compensation in the
way of cost of living, taxes for protection against all other
creatures, and the liberty we enjoy in the use or distribution of
any excess or surplus.

And it is for these very reasons that the tariff question is of
such grave importance to the American people. Besides provid-
ing for the expenses of government by taxation, it touches the
pockets of the people in so many other ways under present eon-
ditions as to have become a means of embarrassment to some,
misery to many, and oppression to all.

It is astonishing that the question is so little understood, in
spite of the faect that it affects the entire country, and has been
the shuttlecock of the political parties for years. But here is
some jusification for this lack of knowledge when we consider
how little the real purpose of a tariff is mentioned in the discus-
sions of it.

In the past year an immense mass of matter on this sub-
Ject has pervaded the country; the newspapers have been filled
with it, associations and societies have discussed it, many peo-
ple have issued their views in interview or pamphlet, or have
addressed meetings or talked at dinners. But always and
everywhere the tariff has been spoken of in its relations with
trade and commerce and industry and manufactures; its effects
on prices and wages, on cost of living, on trade balances, have
been feelingly referred to; and bloed has almost been spilled
over questions of increased or decrensed schedules, and their
ability to open new markets or their tendency to cripple infant
industries.

And yet all these things are merely incidentals to a tariff;
it is necessary to raise funds for the expenses of government,
and a tax on imports is ene of the methods. The internal-
revenue tax never seems fo execite anybody, nor lead to party
disputes. The raising of revenue is the only execuse for such
a tax on imports, and is the only constitutional authority for
Congress to thus tax the consumers. But this essential of a

tariff is never mentioned, and the merely incidental features
have grown apparently into the principal place, and in this
conflict over incidentals the people are distracted from the truth.

Another regrettable feature of the tariff discussion is the
inconsistency of the various organized bodies of standpatters;
they can not agree among themselves as to just what they want,
except a general higher scale of schedules; and they fill the
public prints with their petty quarrels and expect the American
people to feel deeply interested. Perhaps their real intention
is to fool the people into a forgetfulness of the real nature of
the question, and to keep them committed to a tariff for the
protection of American capitalists. The old, old story of pro-
tection to infant industries is no longer used to deceive the
voters of the country.

Let us hope that the time has arrived when the people can
no longer be fooled by such Punch and Judy methods; the manu-
facturers and capitalists should be told once for all that tariffs
were not intended for their special benefit, but for the ralsing
of necessary revenue with the least hardship to the individual
taxpayer. This is the only ground upon which a tax can be
justified at all, and is the only ground upon which Congress can
legally impose the tax. :

When it comes to the actual imposition of such a tax on im-
ports, and the selection of articles for the purpose, it has been
customary in all countries to afford a certain measure of as-
sistance to new or struggling industries, as well as to give aid
in the payment of living wages to the workingman. The method
is well known and hardly requires explanation; but these prin-
ciples have never been used by any government, or even per-
mitted, beyond the initial stages of an industry, except in the
matter of wages.

It was reserved for the Republican party to carry this pro-
tective prineciple to its logical conclusion, the use of an import
tax as a protection to capital, or, to put it in their words, as a
“ protection to infant industries.” We see the logical eonclusion
of this prineiple in our country to-day. In the past twenty years
the infant industries have grown into gigantie eorporations, the
wonder of the world. Are these great manufacturing industries
still “ infant industries?” No; but they have become the arro-
gant masters of trade and commerce. Hundreds of millions
have been wrung from the people in the shape of abnormal
profits, destroying the very foundation on which the whole tariff
spoliation fabrie rested.

From whence came the gigantic wealth of the steel magnates,
the iron, coal, and glass barons? How did men, from a small
pittance, in fifty years or less become the possessors of hundreds
of millions? By what means did these men become the owners
of residences costing $5,000,0007 The answer is easy—the pro-
tective tariff of the Republican party did it. The beneficiaries
were not to blame. True, they were frequently ealled on for
campaign funds to save the country.

The Republican party principle has heretofore been asserted
to be the protection of American industries, especially infant
industries, but in default of the infant ones, then any old indus-
tries, so long as they are dignified by the country’s name and
their promoters ask for protection. In their last national party
platform, however, they have gone one step further, and their
principle is now declared to be the equalizing of the difference
in production cost between American and foreign manufactures,
the usual protective principle, plus a reasonable profit to Amer-
ican manufacturers.

Thus for the first time in history it is declared to be the
purpose of the Government to so use the taxing power as to
guarantee the American manufacturer and capitalist his prof-
its, The tax is imposed on the people, but it must be so im-
posed as to give the profits to these favored few. It is a great
pity that the American people are not permitted to understand
this up-to-date Republican dectrine because of the great noise
made by these favored ones in their struggles over the di-
vision of the profits.

Some hope for the people is in sight, however. It has been
decreed that there shall be a revision of the tariff schedules,
and the Committee on Ways and Means has been endeavoring
to frame a bill which will permit of the execution of the deeree.
But in the hearings en this bill the same conflict of testimony
has been apparent; practically no one has been heard except
representatives of the Republican favored classes, the proteeted
few, and while most of them want the tariff revised, yet they
insist it shall be done in the schedules which affect the other
fellow. Their particular industry still needs protection, but
the industries of the other fellows can stand a little revision.
They are willing to have the tax burden of the people lightened
somewhat, but not at the expense of their own profits, which
the newly formulated Republican principle guarantees to them.
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Let me adduce a few remarks from these hearings and from
statements of some of the sincere revisers: g

Mr. CARNEGIE (in answer to a q‘uestion by a member of the Ways

and Means Committee). My dear sir, allow me to tell d{ou just what
happened about that. I purposely refrained from reading the state-
ments of interested parties. hey are incapable of judging justly. No
Judge should be permitted to sit In a cause in which le is interested;
and you make the greatest mistake in your life if you attach impor-
tance to an interested witness. You would not do it in a court of
Justice, would you? If the judge were Interested in a cause, would you
respect his decision? [ No response.] Silence in the court. [Great
laughter.] Upon.my word, I must laugh at you people.

ilér. H. H. Miles, the well-known Republican and manufacturer,

said:

For relief from the Infinlte grasp and hurt of the present tariff; a
tariff that is not a protective tariff in any sense; a tariff that is in
truth and in fact a bastard tariff, many of the schedules having no rela-
tion whatever to the principle of protection, or if related, then misap-
plying and abusing them.

In an article in the North American Review of last January,
published the month before he came to Washington as the rep-
g:lsgntath'e of the industrial interests of the country, Mr. Miles

We make small objection to the three hundred miilions of tariff
revenue that went last year into the Government Treasury, but we
make very great objection to the five hundred millions or more that
went into the pockets of the favored few who collected the revenue for
their personal and private gain, with the connivance and approval of
Congress, in products made within this country.

Imagine for a moment the significance of this statement;
grasp its shocking import. This Republican, this manufacturer,
this protectionist, and withal this critical student of public
affairs tells us that the present system is taking from the
American people in sheer plunder five hundred millions a year
or more,

Some of the testimony at the hearings were startling to the
Republican members of the committee and to the country at
large. After years of preaching about the sacredness of the
tariff and the disasters bound to follow in the wake of any re-
duction, some of the favored ones have boldly declared that the
favored industries no longer needed protection. Mr. Carnegie
stated, and reiterated in many ways, that the steel industry no
longer needs protection; that the day has passed when any for-
eign country can seriously affect our steel manufactures, tariff
or no tariff. In another place Mr. Carnegie stated positively
that the Republic has become the home of steel and this is the
age of steel.

Judge Gary, in his testimony, was willing to admit that the
United States Steel Corporation no longer needed a tariff on
steel as a protection against foreign competition, but feared
that some of the smaller concerns might still need it. The
smaller concerns he referred to are all gigantic plants, capital-
ized at millions and paying dividends on the millions. Judge
Gary's testimony was a case of willingness to reduce the tariff,
but at the expense of some other industry; of admitting that
he no longer needed protection, but appealing for help for his
weaker brothers.

There was much other testimony of the character of Mr. Car-
negie’s, to the effect that many industries were now so large and
powerful that protection could be dispensed with; that our coun-
try was competing with the world in many lines and beating
them with cheaper cost of production; and that, in the interest
of the American taxpayers, the tariff should be scaled down.

That these standpatters have been willing to admit in any
way that the tariff needs revision is due to the long-continued
agitation of the Democratic party, the real champion of the
people. It has shed some light in the dark places and made
some of the people realize the iniguity of present conditions.
This has brought the dominant party to the point of revising
the tariff or forfeiting its power; and under duress it has con-
sented to some revision, on the principle that it is better to have
nine-tenths of the loaf than none of it.

In conformity with this decision of the Republican party
and under pressure from President Taft, the majority mem-
bers of the Ways and Means Committee have presented the
bill now before the House. Apart from all partisan differences
of opinion, I think it can safely be said that the introduction
of the bill and its indorsement ns a government measure
marks a turning point in the economic history of the country.
After twelve years of a prohibitive tariff, it required some
courage to admit that the schedules were too high and needed
cutting down in the interest of the American people; it re-
quired courage to admit that the arguments relied upon for
twelve years were not as sound as believed and are now
ineffective from one cause or another.

As the bill in the main, so its framers claim, provides for
some radical reductions, it can be indorsed to that extent with-
out viclation of party pledges; and in so far as the pending

measure provides for real reductions in the tariff, especially
free raw material, I am willing to support it. I am particu-
larly pleased with the reduction of the steel schedules, an indi-
cation that the members of the committee must have been
convinced that Mr. Carnegie was right in his contentions.
The putting of hides on the free list is also a provision that
meets with sincere approval, as well as the reduction in the
leather, shoe, wool, coal, and lumber schedules; even if these
pleasing results were an effort to stop the harmful agitation
of New England Republicans in their efforts to bore holes
in the tariff wall, yet the effort will be of benefit to the people,
and its incorporation in the pending bill is praiseworthy.

But it is a pity that the committee could not put away the
temptation to tax tea; surely there is no American tea industry
to be protected, and the few experiments in its culture now
carried on have not asked consideration as an infant industry;
a tax on tea can benefit no one in a Republican sense and is
purely and simply a new burden added to the tax load of our
people. Apart from the historical associations of a tea tax
which England once tried to levy on certain colonies of hers,
and from the general history of tea in the world's commerce,
the fact that tea shares with coffee the distinction of being
about our only untaxed articles of food or drink should have
saved it from the arm of the tax gatherer.

I am opposed to this tax, and hope it will be eliminated from
the present bill, or, if retained, changed to an ad valorem duty
of, say, 20 per cent instead of 8 and 9 cents per pound.

Another general provision of this bill, that for a maximum
and minimum tariff, should be condemned without reservation.
It is a scheme to force the Government into tariff wars with
other countries, and can have no other than evil effects.
Whether used as a threat or a retaliation, it will be harmful,
and, as is always the case, it will result in increasing the taxes
on imports, making the American people, the consumers, on
whom the heaviest burden of taxation always falls, foot the
bills, In addition to that, it will more than offset all the good
done by reducing some of the schedules and destroy the hope
created by putting a few things on the free list. Saddest of
all to contemplate is the working of this provision on coffee
imports, for it will surely sweep away this last untaxed article
of food and drink and make the dining table groan with its
last burden. Let us be fair in this matter of tariff schedules;
let us have one price for a]l and a square deal; not a shifting
gcale of prices, with the consequent bargaining and jobbing and
constant conflicts with every nation willing to sell us things.
The coffee schedule will result in an increase in price, as Brazil,
from which the bulk of our coffee comes, charges an export
duty, which is to be added as an import tax.

The hand of President Taft is again visible in this bill in
the provisions for reciprocal free trade with the Philippines, and
all honor is due him for the hand. One of the most incompre-
hensible things about the standpat attitude was its blind in-
justice to its own ward. The Republican party was responsible
for the retention of these islands, yet would not lift a hand to
help them to become self-supporting. The free trade which
the States enjoy, and which is now enjoyed by Porto Rico, was
denied to the other ward; annexed to us without consent, with-
out a voice as to their wishes in the matter, these islands asked
for a little help from us. Sternly refused, they were forced
to sell their products to the world in order to live. The Re-
publican party forced the islands into the position of being
owned by us, but begging a living from the rest of the world,

But the sugar and tobacco men had their pocketbooks to look
after, and could not be bothered about a few islands out in the
Pacific; the sacred tariff must be left inviolate, even though a
few million people must starve to death. President Taft under-
stood the matter, however, and has never taken the trouble to
conceal his views; and these have now been incorporated in
the present bill, at least to some extent. The Philippines will
not have free trade with us, to which they are entitled; but
they will get a good measure of it, and they will find the taste
s0 good that only the full measure will satisfy them. True,
the sugar and tobacco men will howl, but it will be the cry of
the stuffed pig when some little morsel slips away from it.

The admission of error made by the standpatters in the new
attitude toward the Philippines is at once offset by the pro-
vision for a tax on inheritances. This latter is a distinct in-
vasion of the rights of the States, and, as a Democrat, I protest
against it. Senator Roor informed the States a few yearsago,
while speaking for President Roosevelt, that unless the States
exercised the rights and powers reserved to them by the Con-
stitution, that the National Government would take them away
by constitutional interpretations in the Supreme Court. Are
we here confronted with an effort to take away one of these
rights, not by judicial interpretation, but by the taxing power?
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The right to tax inheritances is not mentioned in the Constitu-
tion either .directly or indirectly as a right reserved to the
States; but as it is a means used by some 36 or 37 States at
present for the raising of revenue, surely they have settled
their claim to have it considered as a right. And the States
bave deprived Senator Roor's suggestion of its force by actually
exercising the right.

The States can even set up the doctrine that the taxing of
inheritances is a vested right, in which they should be protected
by law. But the very Government which should protect them
is now determined to enter their fleld, and to utilize one of
their means of raising revenue; it will be an invasion of vested
rights of the most heinous description, and should be denounced
in unmeasured terms.

The States will surely look to their rights in this matter, and
will undoubtedly protest against this provision of the present
bill; and, as a Democrat, with the instinctive jealousy of my
party against all encroachments on the reserved rights of the
States, I protest against a national taxing of inheritances, direct
and collateral.

I might give my active support to the administration tariff
bill now pending if such changes were made in it as already in-
dicated, particularly the elimination of the maximum and mini-
mum provision, and the taxation of inheritance, and the grant-
ing of immediate free trade to the Philippines, and the placing
of tea on the free or the ad valorem list as well as that of
coffee by removing section 533 of the Payne bill. I would also
ask for the placing of wool and steel on the free list. As these
would be a much fairer revision, and more in line with publie
sentiment than seems to be provided for by the present bill, they
might receive my vote, which I would not feel inclined to give
to the present bill as long as it carried with it such objectionable
features as stated.

On several occasions I have felt it my duty while opposing
the ship-subsidy schemes, mooted in this House, to point out
how our American shipping might be stimulated by a reduction
of the tariff. And now that an actual reduction of the tariff
seems to be in prospect, I am encouraged to prophesy as to its
beneficial results in shipping; if the reduction of schedules was
absolute and not deprived of their genuineness by the sliding
scale, T might almost fignre out how Americans could engage in
the shipping business without the help of grants from the Public
Treasury. The tariff reduction may prove after all to be a
false hope, and the sliding scale precipitate us into greater tax
burdens than ever, but that remains to be seen when the new
schedules go into effect.

Like railroad transportation, shipping rates are cheapest to
‘the shippers wheu there is a cargo both ways. At the same time
this double cargo enables the shipowner to net a good profit. As
the tariff has paralyzed American shipping both ways, and made
it impossible for American shipowners to realize a profit unless
they charged exorbitant rates for the one-way transportation,
the foreign owners got the business. But with transportation
both ways the American owners could well afford to reduce their
prices to American shippers and be assured of their trade. The
problem is simple enough, but the standpatters would not learn
the lesson here any more than they wounld in the case of the
Philippines; but as they have come to the latter, so they must
come to the former if American shipping is to be revived.

Profitable shipping requires trade and cargoes, and unless these
can be furnished the ships will rot at the docks. Giving the own-
ers subsidies does not solve the problem, for that is merely taking
from the Treasury profits which should be earned by the ships;
it is guaranteeing profits to the owners by robbing the public
funds. Noj; the only way to make the idle ships pay is to put
them into use carrying cargoes, and the only way they can se-
cure cargoes is to stimulate trade and commerce by cutting
down some of the barriers. This view is so simple as to be
easily grasped by the uninitiated, and yet the trusts and combi-
nations of the country will not see it. Yet if the present reduc-
tion proves to be genuine and effective, it will surely result,
among other things, in some revival of our shipping trade in
American ships. Foreign-built yachts owned by Americans
should pay a duty. On this subject I have attached some letters
fully explaining the matter. All in all, the pending bill is only
a step in the right direction. It should force some of the trusts
to stop fattening on the American people; the standpatters, so
pungently and pointedly classified by Charles Francis Adams,
will have to back out from the tariff swill trough and give up
their signed and sealed licenses to defraud the American con-
sumer. And when the people will send up a sigh of relief for
even the little relief—if any should accrue from the present
bill—the regret must be that the Republican party will claim
the credit, and the good old Democratic party, the consistent
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and persistent advocate of tariff for revenue only, will be
cheated of its dues. ;

The lesson taught by the trusts has been learned by the Re-
publican party; as the trusts have fattened on the people, so
has the Republican party fattened on the agitation of the
Democrats, and will now try to reap the gains which properly
belong to the party of Jefferson, Jackson, and Cleveland. The
Republican party has reached the point where the people were
angry at its stand-pat attitude and threatened to deprive them
of their long-continued enjoyment of power. The Republicans
stole the tariff reduction plan from the Democrats, and are now
throwing it to the people as a sop to keep them quiet for a while.

President Taft is undoubtedly sincere in his determination
to afford the much-needed relief to the masses. Whatever
benefit is derived from the proposed legislation when enacted
into law will be due to his influence and to the determined and
persistent efforts of the Democratic party in Congress. This
effort to revise the tariff should speedily become an accom-
plished fact, so that the industries of the country may again
assume their normally prosperous condition. No improvement
of business can be expected until this matter is finally settled.

GAs ENGINE AND POWER COMPANY AND
CHARLES L. SRABURY & Co.,
Morris Heights, New York City, November 30, 1908,

Hon. JosEra A. GOULDEN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.

My Dear Mgr. GoUuLDEN: I suppose at this time you are In recelpt
daily of some thousands of letters, and the guestion of tariff revision
has become rather a monotonous one,

While I do not know how you feel on this matter, I do think it
fair to call your attention to a condition which I believe very few of
the Confressmen or Senators know about. I am quite sure that com-
paratively few Americans know about It either.

Perhaps you have sometimes wondered why we builders of yachts
were so poor, did not ride around in automoblles, and blow ourselves
out generally, but the secret of all this is that our yards are idle a good
deal of the time, because the wealthy men who can afford to own lar
yachts go over to the other side and have them bullt. Now, you would
naturally suppose that such a luxury of luxuries as a steam yacht
being brought into a country where we have protection should pa
some duty, but the fact of the matter is not one cent of duty is col-
lected from such a source. Of course labor is cheaper abroad and the
materials ]frobably do not cost any more, and the result is that yachts
can be built abroad for very much less money than in this couniry, so
that every year several millions of dollars are s
purcha while the yacht builders in this country can only look on
and see their yards lie idle. A conservative estimate during the year
1908 would be a loss of employment in the American yards of from
5,000 to 10,000 men.

Not only the component parts of the yacht, such as hull, spars, iron-
works, joiner work, and machinery are dutf' free, but also all the acces-
sories, the lighting plant, furniture, upholstery, bedding, china, silver
and glassware, nautical instruments, and even the uniforms for the
crew.

If the owner of an American-built yacht desires to purchase any of
such fittings that are made abroad, and buy them separately from the
yacht itself, he must pay not only freight, but a very high duty, whereas
the buyer of a yacht that is assembled abroad gets in scot-free.

Furthermore, these yachts that are bullt abroad are not subject to
the United States pilot laws or regulations, neither do the United
States authorities have any power to reguire Heensed officers aboard
such yachts, all of which are required of American-built yachts.

As you are aware, the merchant marine is amply tprotected by the
exlsting laws, as foreign-built merchant vessels can not be brought into
this country, even b{egnylug a duty, whereas a tore!:in-bullt pleasure
vessel can be purcha and ente into service in this country with-
out paying one cent of duty.

Yon will understand that this condition affects not only the wacht
builder, but manufacturers of every accessory that goes info making a
yacht complete. I do not understand why this condition conld have ex-
isted as it has for so many years without some protest, but I am under
the Impression that the different bLuilders have hesitated to call atten-
tion to this fact, fearing that it might militate against their interests
by the loss of anslble orders from these wealthy people who can af-
ford such playthings.

The matter should be brought up very forcibly, It seems to me, and
something be done to eradicate this evil. .

1 know well your ability and push to rlﬁ}:t a wrong where It is
patent, and I feel that in your hands this thing should be made ap-
parent to everyone who has a voice in deciding the matter,

Pardon this long letter, and accept my kind personal regards.

Yours, very truly,

nt abroad for such

JOHN J. AMORY.

TrEASURY DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, January 13, 1909,
Hon. J. A. GOULDEN,
House of Representatives.

Sie: As a reply to your letter of the 9th instant, in which you re-
quest to be informed whether materials, fittings, and supplies used in the
building of ships, sloops, yachts, ete., for coastwise and foreign trade
would be admitted without the payment of duty, I have the honor to
inclose herewith a copy of the tariff act and invite your attention to
sections 12 to 14 thereof, with special reference to the first section men-
tioned, which provides that all materials of foreign production which
are necessary for the construction of vessels built in the United States
for the purpose of being employed In the foreign trade, including the
trade between the Atlantic and Pacific ports of the United States, and
all such materials necessary for the building of their machinery, as well
as the articles necessary for their outfit and equipment, may be im-
ported in bond, and upon proof that such materials have been used for
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such purposes no duty will be exacted. The section further provides
that vessels receiving the benefit thereof shall not be allowed to eﬂ&‘ﬁ
in the coastwise tréule of tt]}:e Umtedtﬂtin%%a gnnot? than two months
any one year except upon the payment of the A

tion 4 of the act of January 16, 1895 (28 Stat., 625), provides that
B e oo aotis T e N iiny. o Ahizs aneed o EAdK

ngs and supplies for use in the bu o engage
the department ?3 of the opinifon that a yacht vw:u:.ll:::ls not be entitled to

the privileges of this section.
Respectfully, BEEEMAN WINTHROP,
Acting Becretary.

DEPARTMENT 0F COMMERCE AND LABOR,
BURBAU OF NAVIGATION,
Tashington, December £1, 1908,
The Hon. JosErH A. GOULDEN,

House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.

Dear Mz. GouvnpeN: I have recelved by reference from the Super-
vising Inspector-General, Steamboat-Inspection Service, a letter dated
November 80, 1908, from John J. Amory, president of the Gas Engine
and Power Company and Charles L. Seabury & Co. Mr. Amory sug-

ts a duty upon foreign-built yachts brmght into this coumtir(y by

merican ci This subject was presented to the Ways and Means
Committee by the Hon. L. E. Payson about a week ago, and complying
with your re&nest for suggestions, I think it would be well for you to
confer with the Hon. SgneExo E. i’amn. chairman, and other members
of the Ways and Means Committee, leaving with them a copy of Mr.

Amory's letter,
Iy, E. T. CHAMBERLAIN,
Commissioner.

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Chairman, we have heard a great deal said
about the Republican platform and its provisions with reference
to the question under consideration. The truth of it is that the
last utterance of the Republican platform was the highest pro-
tective-tariff declaration ever written by any party. All the
other Republican platforms heretofore have contented them-
selves by declaring for a protective tariff that would equalize
the cost of production at home and abroad; but the Republican
platform adopted at Chicago in 1908 goes a step farther in
this pillaging of humanity and declares not only that the tariff
shall be high enough to equal the difference in the cost of
production at home and abroad, but in addition thereto there
shall be given to the manufacturer a “reasonable profit.”
What is a reasonable profit? Who shall decide how much it
shall be? Shall it be left to Mr. Carnegie, who started with a
pittance and whose wealth, from the profit of his protected
industry, increased by leaps and bounds until it became so great
that he was not able to give it away? [Applause on the Demo-
cratie side.] Pricked by a conscience that has allowed him to
loot for many years, he commenced to establish in the various
cities and towns of the country libraries where hungry, ragged
men might read of feasts they could not attend and of comforts
they could not enjoy. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Will
you leave to Mr. Carnegie the right to say what is a reasonable
profit? The country need not be surprised at this tariff bill
I know you won this last campaign, not upon your platform,
but upon the popularity of the man who was then in the White
House. You played the proposition in the West that you in-
tended to revise the tariff downward, but the wise men still
were in the East who had written your platform, and they
provided that the tariff rates should be greater than ever be-
fore; and when this tariff bill comes in with a provision 2 per
cent greater than the Dingley bill, the country need not be
surprised. [Applause on the Democratic side.] But they tell
us that a reasonable profit should be added. You allow these
gentlemen to fix the reasonable profit upon their watered stock,
upon their fictitious values, upon their miscellaneous accounts.
You allow the reasonable profit in the tariff bill to be so ar-
ranged.

I called the attention of the House to the fact that Secretary
Taft in his inaugural address had left out the words “ reason-
able profit,” and I had hoped, as he had gotten in the presi-
dential chair to rule all the people, that he had seen the mis-
take of his party in that declaration, and that he might go back
to the stand of Blaine and of Harrison and of all your illus-
trious leaders heretofore and stand by that. But my friend the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoNeworTH], evidently speaking for
the President, being the son-in-law of the man who did more to
elect Mr. Taft than all other forces combined and coming from
the President’s home district in which thie Chief Executive lives,
we must believe that he speaks authoritatively when he says
that President Taft stands where he always stood and where
the platform puts him—in favor of a reasonable profit to the
manufacturer.

Let us see how the Republican party applies the platform
declaration relative to the tariff and the “reasonable profit to
the manufacturer.” I have here three columns, one the cost of
labor to produce the article; another, the protective-tariff rate
in this bill ; and subtracting the cost of labor from the tariff rate

we get the “reasonable profit” you so generously give the trusts
of the land. It is as follows: -

Protection | Profit for
%En?i in this manu-

bill, tacturing.

Percent. | Percent. | Percent,
Standard Oil, on erude ollL. AR S ] 9 o7
Brass trust. 17 45 23
Qar builders’ trust. 19 45 26
Sugar trust. 3 (e 69
Woolen goods trust: 18 104 88

Steel trust. 20 45 25

Linseed ofl trust. 4 49 45
Meat or beef trust 3 b g 83
Glass trust. 14 T0 56
‘Wire trust. 14 40 26
Lead trust. [} 'l 73
Glove trust 22 83 64
Tob y trust:. 18 104 88

The above table shows the operation of the present bill now
under discussion. I allow the total cost of labor, when the
platform of the Republican party only demands a tariff pro-
tection to equal the “ difference ™ in the cost of labor at “ home
and abroad.” Yet, behold the “profit for the manufacturer”
which is carried in this bill. The trusts are all most abund-
antly provided for; the license to pillage the whole people is
plainly given. Is there any wonder that they contribute mil-
lions to the Republican campaign fund. But I beg you to be-
hold how it is returned to them, even a thousandfold.

‘What right have you to provide that a certain class of our
people shall receive a reasonable profit from all the rest? If
the farmer down in my country happens to meet with a mis-
fortune in the growing of his erop, the price of his crop is not
g0 high, and he fails to make a reasonable profit, has any gen-
tleman risen upon this floor advocating a law that guarantees
to him a reasonable profit? No, indeed; but the mortgage upon
his home is foreclosed and it is sold, and the Treasury is not
open to him nor the taxing power given to him, in order that
he may have a reasonable profit. The laboring people of this
country, who live in tenement homes and work for a pittance
a day; how much have you given to them for a reasonable
profit? Oh, no; this favored class of humanity—these men
whose fortunes you have built up—jyou carefully take care of
them in your platform utterance of a reasonable profit given
to them. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

I notice one thing—that in the free list in this bill there is a
provision which places fossils on the free list. I looked in the
dictionary to find out the exact definition of a fossil. I won-
dered why it was that the gentlemen upon the other side had
placed fossils upon the free list. Here is the way that Webster's
Dictionary describes a fossil:

A fossil is a person whose views and opinions are extremely anti-
quated ; one whose sympathies are with a former rather than the
present.

[Laughter.]

Gentlemen, it was a scheme on your part to get more protection-
ists into this country free of duty, because we all know if there
is a class of people whose views are extremely antiquated and
whose sympathies are with a former time rather than the pres-
ent, certainly it is the protective-tariff advocate. [Laughter.]
And why?

Mr. REEDER. I understand that proposition was purely in
the interest of the Democracy.

Mr. JAMES. Your understanding, as usual, is very vague
[laughter], for the reason that if it had been in favor of the
Democracy you would not have put it in the bill. [Applause on
the Democratic side.] But the reason you want fossils here is
that you want to go back to a former time. And when was
that? A time when you contended that the tariff was for the
protection of infant industries; that they should be protected
until they were able to stand upon their own feet; and now
they have come to stand on everybody else's feet. [Applause.]
You want to give them more protection than ever in this bill.
There is one difference I wounld make in this definition, and that
is, instead of saying “one whose sympathies are with the past
rather than the present,” I should amend it and say, “one
whose sympathy is with the trusts against the people; ” and I
believe you would have a much better definition of protection
advocates. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

But there is another article I notice you have taken from the
free list in the Dingley bill. You had “cultch™ upon the free
list. Yon have stricken that from the free list in the Payne bill.
I looked it up and found that “cultch” meant oyster shells. The
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poor, the unemployed people of this country, driven into idleness
by your Dingley bill, were cultivating some sort of a taste for
oyster shells, and you at once took them off of the free list and
placed them on the protected list. [Laughter and applause.]

But what do you offer the farmer in this bill? Why, Mr.
Chairman, I can hear our friends across the aisle go before the
farmers and say, “ This bill gives you protection on your farm
products. The Republican party has put a tariff of 25 cents
per bushel npon wheat.” But let us examine this question. The
farmer can not be the beneficiary of a protective system; he
must necessarily be its vietim.

His wheat must be sold in the open markets of the world at
prices fixed by them. Last year he exported 76,569,423 bushels
of wheat. What benefit could protection be to him upon his
wheat? Who will deny that the price the surplus brings in the
open market fixes the price at home? Wheat in June, 1907,
sold in Liverpool as follows: White, 33s. 6d. per quarter (504
pounds), or 96 cents to $1.04 per bushel ; red, 33s. 6d. per quar-
ter (504 pounds), or 96 cents to $1.01 per bushel.

The New York price in June, 1907, was 90 cents.

The freight rate from New York to Liverpool in June, 1907,
was 3.74 cents per bushel, making the American wheat in Liver-
pool 93.74 cents per bushel,

By this statement it will be seen that while wheat was
bringing 90 cents in New York, which market our Republican
friends tell the farmers they have so generously protected
with a tariff of 25 cents per bushel, it was bringing from 96 cents
to $1.04 in free-trade England. It cost the American farmer 3.74
cents per bushel to transport his product from New York to
Europe. What a fraud this discloses the protective theory to
be when it is said to benefit the farmer in the sale of his wheat.
Every sensible man knows very well that no farmer, no dealer,
no person would be exporting his wheat to Liverpool if it did
not bring more there than it would bring at home, for the
simple reason that it cost him nearly 4 cents a bushel to ship
it there, to say nothing of the cost of insurance and the hazard
of transportation. [Applause.]

And so it is with corn. Our Republican friends go to the
great corn producers of the West and attempt to justify the
protective-tariff robbery upon everything that they must buy
by saying to them, “ We gave you a tariff duty of 15 cents a
bushel on corn.”” We exported last year 83,300,708 bushels of
corn; we exported, in 1906, 117,718,657 bushels of corn. We have
exported as high as 200,000,000 bushels of corn in one year,
loading it upon ships, paying transportation to get it to for-
eign markets, where there is no 15 cents protection afforded
to it. What fools these men must have been if the 15 cents
per bushel tariff makes the farmer’s corn sell for more at home
than abroad. Why did they not sell it here? For the very
simple reason that there was no market for it here.

We produced more than we could consume. It was worth
more abroad than it was at home. Corn in 1907 sold in Liver-
pool at 23s. 6d. per quarter of 504 pounds, or 62 to 63 cents per
bushel. At the same time corn was selling in New York at 59
cents, which, with 3% cents added for freight, would make it
worth about 63 cents delivered in Liverpool. The May export
price was 573 cents, which, with 3% cents added for freight,
would make about 61 cents per bushel in Liverpool. From this
it will be seen that corn was bringing from 62 to 63 cents per
bushel of 56 pounds in Liverpcol, while the New York price was
59 cents per bushel. And so it is upon all these articles on
which they pretend to benefit the farmer by a tariff. So, gentle-
men, the truth of the whole matter is that the tariff, so far as it
relates to the farmer in affording him protection when he must
sell in the open markets of the world, is not only a delusion and
a snare, but a most consummate fraud. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.] And, Mr. Chairman, when the farmer has shipped
his wheat to J.iverpool and sold it in that open market in com-
petition with the world, he makes a purchase of farming imple-
ments, of household goods, of the necessities of life, and they are
shipped back to him. He comes down to the port in New York,
and what is the result? You furnish him with a list which he
must fill out, showing the character and quantity of goods he
has. He must swear to this, and then he must pay an exorbitant
tariff duty, fixed upon all these articles which he bought in the
same market where he sold, before he can take them home to use
them upon the farm where he raised the products that he sold.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

And the ontrage of this protective tariff system is not fairly
illustrated even by this example, becaunse the amount the farmer
would pay in this instance would go into the Treasury; but
under the provisions of this bill the tariff is so high in most in-
stances that all the protective tariff duties are added to the

price of the article he must buy, and go into the pockets of the
monopoly and not into the Treasury. [Applause on the Demo-
cratie side.] For when a tariff becomes prohibitive the result
is to keep out imports and to keep up prices, the result of which
is the manufacturer acts as a collecting agent.

Mr, GOULDEN. Can you tell the House what amount of
corn or wheat was imported into this country last year?

Mr. JAMES. About 10,000 bushels of corn. I have not the
amount of wheat.

Mr, GOULDEN. I suppose that was for seed purposes.

Mr. JAMES. Certainly.

Mr. GOULDEN. One further question: Is it not a fact that
the market at Liverpool fixes the price of both corn and wheat
as it affects this country, and, in fact, the whole world?

Mr. JAMES. The geuntleman is correct.

When this Republic was formed and the States associated
themseles into a union the right of taxation was understood to
be given to the Federal Government for the purpose only of ad-
ministering the Government economically. No human being
dared then to assert, no representative of monopoly assumed to
proclaim, that the taxing power of the Government could be
used for any other than the purpose of raising sufficient revenue
to defray the expenses of the Government, administered in hon-
esty and economy. The idea that the governmental power or
the legislative decree could be invoked to aid some and pillage
others, to enrich some and despoil others, was never dreamed
of. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Such a contention
that the taxing power of the Government could be used to en-
hance the price of articles or protect them from competition
was a species of Republicanism that had not then been born.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] No one can contend that
the States could have been associated together under any such
doctrine.

The true position of the Democratic party upon the tariff
question, stripped of all verbiage, is that the tax shall be gath-
ered, first, from the articles of luxury, from the fortunes and
incomes of the rich; then, if this does not prodfice enough, from
the comforts of life, and if this does not produce enough, then
from the necessities of life. The position of the Democratic
party has always been that that class of our countrymen who
prosper most are most greatly indebted to the Government, and
therefore should bear more of its burdens. No party free from
the domination of plutocracy would dare advoeate any other
doctrine. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

In the days gone by you have pretended the tariff system was
all for the laboring man, yet you are now forced to admit that
the American laborer is the most intelligent, the most skilled,
the most industrious of all the world. He turns out over one and
a half times as much work in the same hours as any other
toiler on earth. He receives less for his labor, with this con-
sidered, than any abroad, to say nothing of the inecreased and
much greater cost of living in the United States. The laborer
here owes the wages he now gets to his own good sense in
organizing. The labor unions have done more to keep his
wages at what they are than all the tariff laws ever written.
Destroy the union and, though the tariff law remain as high as
the sky, he would become an industrial slave. The Republican
party refused to exempt the laborer’s organization from the
antitrust law; they placed the toiling millions of the land, who
have hearts that beat, hands that work, and lips that pray,
along the side of merchandise, the droves of cattle, or tons of steel,
[Applause on the Democratic side.] You refused to give him
the same protection from oppressive injunction that you afford
the rest of humanity; you refused to allow him to stand with
all the rest when they come to the oppressive power of the
federal court in the matter of injunctions. The Republican
party gives to the manufacturer the power of the law to en-
hance the price of his produet, but at the same time it denies
to the laboring man the right to publish the truth for his pro-
tection. The manufacturer is given the protection of the law;
the laborer is denied the publicity of truth. [Applause.]

But there is a provision in this bill placing fluor spar on the
taxed list—>50 cents per ton on erude fluor spar. Mr. Van Cleave,
the high priest of protection, complains that the steel trust has
been hit hard by this bill; that the article that goes into the
manufacture of steel as one of its ingredients—fluor spar—has
been placed upon the taxed list at 50 cents per ton. I had a
gentleman figure that out for me. He tells me that 5 pounds of
fluor spar go into each ton of steel, and the amount of increase
in this tariff bill upon the steel trust is one-tenth of 1 cent, or 1
mill, per ton, and I know that you all must agree with me that-
that will ruin the steel trust if it is to stand a thing of that
sort. [Applause on the Democratic side.] No wonder that Mr.

Van Cleave feels that the country has been outraged, and sspe-
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cially the steel trust, when you add to the price that it costs
them to make a ton of steel one-tenth of 1 cent, or 1 mill
[Laughter.] You ought to be ashamed of yourselves for impos-
ing upon this pitiless corporation in that way. [Applause on
the Democratic side.] The truth of it is this tariff upon fluor
spar was placed in the bill, in my judgment, for the purpose for
which it is used by Mr. Van Cleave—io undertake to justify the
steel frust in trying to maintain its robber tariff duties upon
steel, which have enabled the steel monopoly to charge the Ameri-
can people $28 for a ton of steel, and then ship across the sea
the same article and sell in competition with the whole world
to the foreigner at $18 to $20 per ton; a system that has pro-
duced so many millionaires, who are only equaled in numbers
by the paupers the policy has made.

The Republican party for many years maintained its su-
premacy by the fraudulent pretense that a tariff was not a tax
paid by the consumer. Our forefathers kmew better than this,
for when they pitched the tea into Boston Harbor it was be-

.cause England had put a tax upon tea, which they had sense
enough to know they would be compelled to pay when they
bought it to place it upon their tables. - Then, the Republican
party justified the tariff upon the contention that if it were a
tax it was paid by the foreigner. But all of these contentions
and pretensions have been exploded.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi, Will the gentleman yield
for me to make a statement at this time——

Mr. JAMES, Yes.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippl (continuing). On the sub-
ject of the benefit the farmer is getting out of this tariff? There
is a tariff on cotton ties which amounts to about 5 cents a bale,
on every bale of cotton, and which does not yield to the Federal
Treasury one nickel of revenue. In other words, under this
tariff bill, they permit the steel trust to collect a royalty of &
cents on every bale of cotton produced in this country. [Ap-
plause.] .

Mr. JAMES. . Yes; and in connection with that I might say
this, that if these gentlemen of the East, in New England, who
have imposed this tariff tax upon the people of the Northwest,
the West, and the South, produced cotton like the southern
States do and had to sell it in the open markets of the world
in competition with the poorly paid labor of Egypt and India,
you would be taking out of the Treasury a bounty and giving
it to your producers of cotton. [Applause on the Democratie
side.] But what is the contention? You say that the tariff
increases the price of wool to the grower, and to the consumer
you say that it cheapens the price of clothes. You say to the
farmer that the tariff increases the price of wheat, and to the
consnmer you say that it decreases the price of flour. You say
to the farmer that it increases the price of corn, and to the
man who buys the meal that it decreases the price of meal.
To the eattle grower you say that it increases the price of his
cattle, and to the consumer you say that it decreases the price
of beef. You say to the farmer that it increases the price
of hides, and to the consumer that it decreases the price of
shoes. And so on, all through your list, you are forced, when
you go from one class of our countrymen to another, from the
producer to the consumer, to entirely change your contention
upon the tariff question in order to meet the divergent views
held by the people in the various localities, whether they are
consumers or producers.

Mr. WEISSE. Will the gentleman permit an interruption?

Mr. JAMES. Yes.

Mr. WEISSE. Is it not a fact that through the rebate sys-.

tem the foreigner can buy American leather cheaper than the
American, who produces it, through the Dingley bill?

Mr. JAMES. That is undoubtedly true. He can do that.
Upon this question of reasonable profit that you give to the
manufacturer you have a provision also that fixes a maximum
rate in this bill and a minimum rate. What is that? Your
jdea in having a maximum rate is that it will make govern-
ments deal with us fairly in trade relations, Your contention
in having a minimum rate is that it will offer them a reward
for fair dealing. But what is the result? I never did believe
in the contention that in order’ to treat our people fairly we
had to treat somebody else unfairly. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.] I never did believe in the doctrine that we ought
to tax our people because others tax their people. [Applause
on the Democratic gide.] I never did believe that we ought to
give fair play to our people only when fair play is given by other

- governments to their people. [Applause.] We reversed that
doctrine of governments one hundred and twenty years ago,
when our fathers upon this continent gave to our people some-
thing other people did not have and were refused by their gov-

ernments, and that was the right to be free and to enjoy the
blessings of liberty. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Now, upon the maximum and minimum rate provision of the
bill, let us see. You are going to punish the consumer in this
country; and why? Because the governments across the sea
will not deal fairly with our manufactures. Your whole vision
sees only the manufacturer. You see the manufacturer when
you place the tax upon our people here. You see the manufac-
turer when you go to the maximum rate—always for the bene-
fit of the manufacturer. Now, let us see if we ean not get fair
play for the consumer. I am going to offer an amendment, if
I have an opportunity, when this bill is under consideration,
and I shall read it here:

Provided, That whenever the President of the United States shall
be satisfied that the price of any commodity or article of merchandise
has been enhanced in co uence of any monopoly or trust in the
United States, he shall issue his proclamation suspending the collection
of all customs duties or import taxes on like articles of merchandise or
commodities brought from foreign countries. Such suspension shall

continue as long as such cement in Dgrlce of such commodity or
article of merchandise exists and until revoked by the President.

Will you gentlemen be in favor of that? That is the mini-
mum rate of free trade and a minimum rate in favor of and
for the benefit of the consumer, when the manufacturer does
not deal fairly with our people here. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.] You want to punish somebody when the manu-
facturer is not dealt fairly with. Now let us punish the manu-
facturer when he fails to deal fairly with the people who build
this protection wall around him and protect him from competi-
tion with the world. This amendment is in the interest of tha
people. It can not be invoked against any commodity except
when that commodity has been monopolized by the lawless,
[Applause on the Democratic side.] What objection can be
offered to this? Who is willing to contend that the maximum
rate should be invoked in the interest of a manufacturer be-
cause some government has done wrong, and deny that the frea
list should be the protection of the American consumer when
the manufacturer has become a brigand, pillaging without con-
science from the people whose laws afford him protection and
strength? Who is willing to contend that it is just that the
manufacturer should be permitted to monopolize a certain
article of necessity to our people, raise the price as high as they
can stand, and then ship the same article across the sea and sell
it in competition with the open world at a less price than he
sold it for at home?

Let the minimum rate of the free list be invoked in the in-
terest of untrammeled trade and open competition for the bene-
fit of the consumer, the one at last who makes his country great,
as well as invoke the maximum rate in the interest of the manu-
facturer to punish another people. Some gentlemen may say
this is too much power to place in the President’s hands. I
deny it. This is not the power of “oppression.” It is the
power of “suppression” of monopoly, the power to relieve the
people. Our Republican friends were willing in the Dingley
bill to place in the hands of the President the power to declare
a tariff duty which did not exist to become operative. - It was
not a power that was too great to place in the hands of the
Chief Executive then, because if he exercised it it redounded
to the interest of the manufacturer. So then, I ask that the
same proposition be reversed and the President be permitted
to exercise this power in the interest of the people, for the
benefit of the people and against the men who oppress them
with monopoly. The provision that you have in the Dingley
tariff bill—it is section 3—provides that whenever the Presi-
dent, with a view to securing reciprocal trade relations with
countries producing coffee, tea, and tonka beans, whenever
any such government shall not be treating us fairly in trade
relations, shall have the right to do what? Put the tariff up
on tea and on coffee, articles that all the people must consume.
You yourselves lodged in the hands of the President the power
to increase the price of the poor man’s tea and coffee, on tea
10 cents per pound, on coffee 3 cents per pound, on tonka beans
50 cents per pound. Now, will you deny the right when op-
portunity comes, in order to destroy the trusts or monopolies
or combinations, to the President in the interest of the people,
to say to these great manufacturers, “ You have got this pro-
tection thrown around you and you are using it for bad pur-
poses. You are using it to rob the American consumer, and
therefore we provide that the tariff under such conditions shall
be declared off by a proclamation of the President of the United
States.” [Applause on the Democratic side.]

When Alexander Hamilton advocated a tariff for protection,
he did it upon the contention that there would always be com-
petition enough in the protected boundary to keep prices reason-
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able; but Alexander Hamilfon’s day was before the trusts; it
was before a monopoly ever existed, and no man believes that
if he had known then that the competitors, protected by the
tariff, would amalgamate themselves into one octopus, known as
a “trust” to oppress the people, he would ever have advocated a
protective tariff at all. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. COX of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JAMES. Certainly.

Mr. COX of Indiana. I desire to ask the gentleman whether
or not the same doctrine was not advocated and believed in by
such stalwart Republicans as James A. Garfield and John Sher-
man?

Mr. JAMES. Certainly; and not only that——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. And Horace Greeley.

Mr. JAMES. Yes; and Greeley, also. And in regard to the
position of Garfield and Sherman, I desire to read from a
speech made by Mr. Garfield.

The late President Garfield said:

Duties shonld be so high that our manufacturers can fairly compete
with the foreign product, but not so high as to enable them to drive
out the foreign articles, enjoy the monopoly of the trade, and regulate
the prices as they please.

Senator Sherman, discussing the tariff commission bill in 1883,
said:

The measure of {}mtection should extend only so far as to create
competition, and not to ecreate home monopoly.

I am by this tariff bill and the position of the Republican
party declaring it to be a revision downward like the fellow
down in Metealf County, Ky., of whom I have often heard Mr.
Eugene Newman, better known as “ Savoyard,” the most learned
and gifted biographical and political sketch writer in the
United States, speak. [Applause.].

He said down in Barren County, Ky., there lived a man after
the order of “ Black George,” in Fielding's immortal novel. He
was a squatter-sovereignty person and his domicile was on the
southwestern slope of Pilot Knob, near the Green County line.
His name was Creedall—Bluford Creedall. He was a noted char-
acter, and, like Ancient Pistol, he held to the creed “ Base is
the slave that pays.” A heavy forest extended from his very door
clear down into the Devil's half acre and far into Lick Swamp.
There were the giant white oak, the prolific post oak, the frait-
ful beech, the productive chestnut. The undergrowth was thick
with hazelnut. It was a hunter's paradise and in autumn a
fine “range for swine.” The title to the soil was in Waddy
Thompson, a prosperous farmer, who dwelt some miles off.
Every fall Thompson drove some five score thrifty shoats to
the forest, where they fed on the “ mast,” grew, and developed
into fine porkers. One bright October morn Thompson rode up
to Mr. Creedall’s eabin and a dialogue like this began:

“ Good morning, Blufe.”

“ Good morning, Wad.”

“ Blufe, I have just brought over a bunch of hogs to take the
mast on the range, and have chosen you to look after them. You
know there is a mighty shackling set around here, and some of
them don’t mind stealing a hog when they are not watched.
Now, Blufe, if you will keep an eye on my hogs and take care
of them for me, I'll make you a present of the pick of the lot at
killing time. You may have five of the very best, your own
p[ ”

“Wad, that seems reasonable; we have always been the best
of friends in the world, you have done me a heap of favors, and
I guess I'll have to accommodate you; but I'll be d—d if I don't
lose pork by it.” [Laughter.]

So I think if this is the charaecter of bill which is to be the
revision so long promised by the Republican party—downward
revision, as they please to say—then I think we had better put
the trusts and monopolies of the country upon their honor and
let them formulate a bill along tariff lines, for I will swear I
believe we would save pork by it. [Laughter and applause on
the Democratic side.]

Mr. Chairman, this bill presents the much-heralded, long-
promised Republican revision of the tariff. Its provisions more
firmly intrench monopoly than ever before.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. In that connection I would like to
ask the gentleman if the government experts themselves have
not figured it out that the average rates in this bill are 1.56 per
cent higher than in the Dingley bill?

Mr. JAMES. The gentleman from Missouri is entirely cor-
rect. The average rate under the Dingley bill was 44.16, under
this the average rate is 45.72 per cent.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. And I want to ask you another

guestion. When this maximum goes into effect, if it does, that
elevates it 21.56 per cent above the rate of the Payne bill?

Mr. JAMES. That is undoubtedly true, and in addition to
your increase upon that, whenever they put in operation the
maximum rate it will sweep off of the free list at least 50 arti-
cles that are now there.

Gentlemen here have discussed the lumber question. We
heard from a manufacturer the other day, a man engaged and
interested in the business, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
ForbpNEY | —my personal friend. He pleaded the cause of pro-
tection. Why? Why, he says he is acquainted with the busi-
ness. He is interested in lumber, but the poor man who is with-
out a home has no one to speak for him except the Representa-
tives upon this floor. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

A great banquet was given by the lumber trust a few weeks
ago at the New Willard Hotel in this city. A moest sumptuous
feast, I am told, was offered to the guests. They were lobbying
to keep the $2 tariff on lumber ; but, gentlemen, I am in favor of
free lumber. The millions of people in our country who are
without homes have no banquets to offer you, no sparkling wine
for you to sip, no hot birds for you to eat. They have a ballot,
though, and can reward you at the polls with their love, their
vote, and their confidence; and I appeal from the banquet of the
lumber trust to the homeless of the land and ask you to
choose which side you will serve. [Loud applause.] But our
friends, and many of them from New HEngland, have told us
that we ought to go into the Treasury and take out millions of
dollars and buy the White and Appalachian Mountains for the
purpose of reforesting them; that the lumber is being eut off,
and it is the only way we can save our timber and our forests.
And yet some of these gentlemen, I regret to say, are most vigor-
ous in their opposition to a reduction of the tariff gpon lumber.
Gentlemen, think of refusing to allow a man to build a home,
refusing to give him a spot of earth where he may plant
his own vine and fig tree, and sit under his own roof unless
the clutch of monopoly is laid upon him. I desire to call your
attention to the fact that the home is the world's great eivi-
lizer. The home makes a man a good citizen ; it enconrages him
in the battle of life. And how can gentlemen here upon this
floor see only from the lumber dealer’s view, a monopoly which
has increased the cost of lumber 100 per cent in the last five
years, rather than leook at the millions who are without homes,
I take from the census reports of 1900 the following statement:

Census of 1900.

Total dwellings 14, 474, 777
Total families 16, 2390, 797
Total homes owned free 4, 739, 914
Total mortgaged 2, 180, 229
Total tenants or hired 8, 246, TAT
Total unknown homes 298, 612

Of the 6,920,143 homes owned in 1900, 5,064,842 were native
whites, 1,730,970 were foreign whites.

So, by this we will see that there are 8,246,747 families who
are living in homes they do not own, tenants who have to pay
a monthly rent. Virtually 42,000,000 of our people do not
own their own homes, but live in tenement houses. This is an
appeal, to my mind, stronger than any music that ever swelled
in the banquet hall; this is a mute, silent appeal in favor of
free lnmber. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

And right here I want to say that no Democrat can justify
his position before his people in undertaking to get a protective
tariff upon something the people of his district produce, for
when he does this he strengthens the bands of protection every-
where. No man ean advocate that his people may be permitted
to rob under the guise of a protective tariff without conceding
the same privilege to all others. They might loot the rest of
the people in a small way, but they must remember that all
other people are being looted in a greater way upon every
necessity of life. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. Chairman, there is another provision in this bill to which
I wish to refer, and that is the one relating to sugar. The
amount of raw sugar imported into this country in 1907 is as
follows:

Raw sugar imported in 1907, -
Long tons.

Full dutiable sugar 347, 500
Concession sugar, Philippi 10, 700
Concession s . Cuba 1, 340, 400
Free sugar, waii 418, 102
Free sugar, Porto Rico 212, 853

Total imported 2,329,564

The total duties on all raw sugar were $54,310,082.
Refiners got all of this raw sugar at a tariff cost of $54,310;-
082 or $23.31 a long ton or 1.04 cents per pound. The raw
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sugar duty when equalized in this way amounts to 1.04 cents per
pound.

In fixing the present rate for refined sugar, five hundredths
of a cent was deducted from. the old rate of 1.95 cents, so
that the present differential is twenty-one and a half hun-
dredths.

If twenty-one and a half hundredths be added to 1.04 cents,
the actual duty rate on all sugar, the refined duty rate would
be 1.255 instead of 1.90, as the Payne bill fixes. The refiners
get 0.645 more than they are entitled to, even on protective
principles.

There is no reason whatever for adding the differential,
0.215 cent to 1.685 cents, the duty rate on 96° sugar. This
assumes that the refiners pay 1.685 cents for all imported raw
sugar, when, as a matter of fact, they only pay 1.685 cents on
264,961 long tons.

On all dutiable sugar they pay 0.0137 cents per pound, and
on all imported sugar 0.0104 cents.

If 0.0021% be assumed as the proper differential, and the
Payne bill makes that assumption, then it should be added to
what the imported raw sugar as a whole costs refiners—0.0104
cents—and not to what a particular item costs them—0.01685
cents.

The duty on refined sugar should therefore not be more than
0.0125%, instead of 0.190 as the bill proposes. The duty on re-
fined sugar proceeds on the idea that the refiners have actually
paid 0.01685 cents per pound duty on all the 2,320,564 tons of
imported sugar, when, as has been shown, they pay on but
264,961 tons. They actually get 2,329,564 tons of raw sugar at
a duty of 1.04 cents per pound, and the differential 0.213%
should attach to this and not to 0.168%, as is proposed.

One hundred and twenty-five and a half hundredths and
not 1.90 should be the rate on refined sugar even on your pro-
tection principles, and less than this on sound revenue priu-
ciples. =

The truth is that this bill gives the sugar trust a tribute of
nearly 1 cent per pound on every particle of sugar used in the
homes of this land, while if we had free sugar, which is a
necessity to our people, they could buy it for half the price they
now pay.

The import prices for sugar, not above No. 16 Dutch standard
in color, cane, were for the year 1906-7, as follows:

1906.
July _ — §0.0198
August _ . 0216
September L0196
October . 0196
November . 0196
Decemb . 0190

1007.
January - . 0221
February . 0215
March . 0207
April _ . 0208
May . 0228
June . 0234

Average for a year, 0.0208 cents per pound.

The wholesale price for Standard A for 1907 was 0.0445 per
pound, and for granulated 0.0465. The export price of sugar
refined in 1907 was 0.0386 cents, or about 4 cents a pound.

In other words, the average foreign cost per pound was 2.08
cents in 1907, while the wholesale price of granulated sugar in
New York for the same year was 4.65 cents per pound, and
the export price of all refined sugar was 3.86,

The consumption in the United States for 1907 was 2,093,979
long tons, or 6,706,512,900 pounds, an average of 77.5 pounds
per capita, or 387.5 pounds per family of five.

So this shows that under this bill the sugar monopoly is al-
lowed to reach into every home, to every cottage and ecabin in
the land, and take the sum of almost $4 from each family per
year, while if we had free sugar it would save all families who
use 387 pounds per year more than §$7.

There is another provision of this bill to which I wish to in-
vite your attention. The Ways and Means Committee three
times reported favorably a bill taking the tax off tobacco in the
hand or unmanufactured state. Many of you are familiar with
the conditions in Kentucky. The tobacco trust, which is pro-
tected in this bill in the sale of its manufactured tobacco by
more than 100 per cent, went down into my country and they
monopolized and trustized and organized all the competitive
buyers. And what did they do? They fixed the price at which
the farmer had to sell his tobacco. They laid the country off,
and they said to one man, “ You can go this road,” and to the

other, “ You must go that.” They said to one man, “ You can go
and buy on this side of the road,” and to the other, “ You must
not go.” What was the result? They fixed the price of the
farmer’s tobacco, and foreced it down from $12 to $3 a hundred.
I am speaking of the dark tebacco.

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman permit a statement
right there?

Mr. JAMES. Certainly.

Mr. GARRETT. In my own county there are instances of
farmers owning land on both sides of the road and having to-
bacco on both sides of the road. I know of several such cases,
but I speak of one that I remember of just now, when a buyer
from town went to the barn on one side of the road and bought
the tobacco in it, and refused to look at the same kind of
tobacco on the other side of the road because, he said, under his
orders he was not permitted to do it.

Mr. JAMES, That is undoubtedly true. The reason he would
not look at it was because it was not in his territory, the terri-
tory fixed by the trust. What is the result? Our people, patri-
otic people who love the Government as well as any of your
people, do not ask your aid; we do not want a bounty from the
Treasury ; we do not ask legislative aid to make our tobacco sell
for more; we only ask that you do not use the power of the Gov-
ernment against us in favor of the trust. [Applause.] We only
ask the right to sell what we grow to whom we please in its
natural state. We demand that you repeal the law that forces
us to sell to the tobacco trust and denies us the right to sell to
the people. [Applause.] You say to our farmers that they
shall not be able to sell their tobacco to anybody but the trust.
[Applause.] The farmer has had this tariff racket worked on
him in two ways: To increase the price of the necessities of life,
which he must buy from the manufacturers, and decrease the
price of the article he has to sell. The Committee on Ways and
Means reported the bill unanimous®y, and unanimously it passed
the House three times, in the Fifty-eighth, Fifty-ninth, and Six-
tieth Congresses, taking the tax off unmanufactured tobacco.
But in the Senate it halted. They never would give it consider-
ation, and when this tariff bill came before the House I asked
the chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means [Mr. PAYNE]
if he would agree to an amendment taking the tax off of tobacco,
and he said, ** Well, we better not load this bill down too much.”
I said, “ It will not be loading it down; it will lighten it up.”
[Applause.] It would lighten the hearts, lighten the homes, and
lighten the lives of our people. [Applause.] I want to call
the attention of my friend across the aisle to the Republican
platform upon the guestion of the tobacco tax, which is not
included in this bill. Your party said this in 1888: “ We pledge
ourselves to repeal the tax upon tobacco, which is an annoy-
ance and burden to agriculture.” When was that? In 1888.
Twenty years and more have gone and the pledge remains un-
redeemed.

We had almost an industrial war in Kentucky caused by the
merciless oppression of this tobacco trust. The people have
stood the grinding. They were almost driven to desperation,
gouged and oppressed, and their children made ragged by this
trust. Our people are law-abiding, law-loving, church-going peo-
ple. I have always appealed to them to abide by the law; that
their remedy was in an appeal to you, to your conscience, to
your idea of fair play and justice; I have told them that they
would get justice, that my appeal to you would not be in vain.
[Loud applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I very much regretted to see this bill brought
in without any provision for an income tax, I know that when
you talk of an income tax it may be said, “ Oh, an income tax
is unconstitutional.” But, gentlemen, remember that, though
that Jaw had been held to be constitutional for a hundred years,
the wealth of the counfry never stopped its battle, and when the
tax was imposed, as it was in 1894, the wealth of the country
believed in perseverance, and went to the Supreme Court of the
United States and fought again to have that tax declared un-
constitutional. What was the result, gentlemen? In this coun-
try to-day, out of $110,000,000,000 of wealth, $80,000,000,000 of
the wealth of this country does not pay a dollar to help keep
up this great Government whose beneficence it enjoys. Why,
let me read yon briefly from a statement made by this author:

In a modest, old-fashioned ‘builn:i!m;'iz in Wall street, so modest that it
seems out of place in the locality of the canyon-like streets of America’s
reat financial center, there gather occasionally about a directors’ table
men who all but own the United States. They are the directors of
the National City Bank, of New York, the greatest bank of America,
and they represent a total financial power of $11,000,000,000, or about
one-tenth the entire wealth of the United States of America.

How much does that wealth pay to keep up this Government?
Practically nothing; yet you take it off of those people and put
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it on those who consume the necessities of life. [Applause on
the Democratie side.]

But, further, there are in this country 7,305,448 depositors in
the savings banks of America. How much have they under this
glorious system of protection about which you tell us so much?
By lives of self-denial, travail, and toil, they have been enabled
to save £3,060,000,000 of money, representing, as they do, about
40,000,000 of our people; but here 23 men under your system of
protection, exempt from taxation, have four times as much con-
trolling power of money as nearly 40,000,000 of our people in
the United States of America. [Applause on the Democratic
side.] 2

An income tax is the most just of all taxes. There is not a
civilized country in the world that does not impose an income
tax. The man who is making money is able to pay of his profits
more than the poor fellow is able to pay of his earnings. Let us
see what Secretary Taft said upon the income tax. The other
day when the gentleman from New York was speaking and this
question was brought up, he said he doubted if Secretary Taft
made a statement like that. I went to the paper owned by
Secretary Taft's own brother, and his own brother's paper pub-
lished this statement as coming from Secretary Taft, who is
now President of the United States. It was in a speech that he
prepared and gave out, and it was published in every paper in
the United States, and here is what he said:

A graduated income tax wounld also have a tendency to reduce the
motive for the aceumulation of enormous wealth, but the Supreme Court
has held an income tax not to be a valid exercise of power by the Federal
Government. The objectlon to it from a practical standpoint is its
inquisitorial character and the premium it puts on perjury. In times
of great national need, however, an me tax would be of t
assistance in furnishing means to ca on the Government and it is
not free from doubt how the Supreme Court, with changed membership
would view a new income tax law under such conditions. The eou
was nearly evenly divided In the last case, and during the eivil war

%'reat sums were collected without judicial interference, and as it was
hen supposed within the federal power.

Let us analyze this statement briefly; let us see whether or
not the objections given are good; let us see if the time for an
income tax has not arrived. President Taft says:

In times of great national need, however, an income tax would be of
greut assis in furnis means to carry on the Government.

What is a time of great mational need, Mr. Chairman, in the
affairs of a government? Is not this such a time? Why, Presi-
dent Taft himself told us in his message that the deficit in the
Treasury amounted to more than a hundred million dellars,
and in this very bill we are now considering there is a provision
for the issuance of $250,000,000 worth of interest-bearing bonds,
bonding the property, the earning capacity, and the patriotism
of the American people to this great extent, which bonds are to
bear interest at the rate of 3 per cent. Is this a time of great
need, with an empty treasury, a deficit of more than a hundred
million dollars, and the issuance of bonds pending to this great
extent? Let us strike out this bond issue, let us call upon these
great fortunes, made by monopolies, trusts, and combinations,
to bear some of the burdens of this great Government. Al-
though it is not inguisitorial to inquire of the poor man how
many hogs he has, how many horses he has—you are not in-
quisitorial then—but when you approach a man with a mighty
fortune, you are inquisitorial when you ask him what he has,
[Applause on the Democcratic side.] But let us proceed.

And the premium it puts on perjury—

According to that objection, in order to keep the millionaires
honest and keep them from committing perjury, we must allow
them to go untaxed, because if we tax them they will swear to
a lie about it. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

But let us examine this statement further—

and it 1s not free from doubt—
Mark the langnage—

It is not free from doubt how the Supreme Court, with its chan
membership, would view an income-tax law under such conditions. ]
conrt was nearly evenly di in the last case, and during the elvil
war great sums were collected without judicial interference, and, as it
was then believed, within the federal power.

How many men are on the bench who were there when this
income-tax law was declared unconstitutional, when one judge
changed his mind between the setting and the rising of the sun?
[Applause on the Democratic side.] How many upon that bench
were for an income tax, and how many against it? How did
they stand upon that case? Two of them were in favor of an
income tax and two of them were against it who now remain
upon the bench. Five new members are upon the bench, who

have been appointed since this decision. I believe that when
this income tax again comes before our federal court they will
declare it constitutional. President Taft says it is not free
from doubt, and he is a great lawyer; but my sincere regret is
that President Taft did not rise to the occasion and send to
this House a message calling upon us to place upon the incomes
of the rich, the corporations, and monopolies an income tax.
[Applause.]

The gentleman from Minnesofa [Mr. SteEvexs], who was in
consulation with the President, tells us that he will introduce a
bill for an income tax. I asked him, “Will you introduce it as
an amendment to this bill?"” “ Oh, no,” he said, “ we do not
want to embarrass this bill."” Is it an embarrassment to a bill
that taxes the poor man’s coffee, his sugar, his farming imple-
ments, his elothes, and all that he consumes—is it an embarrass-
ment to that bill to provide an amendment taxing in some de-
gree the mighty fortunes that pile up like Pelion on Ossa? [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman yield for an answer?

Mr. JAMES. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HARDY. I wish, in my way, to answer that it is an em-
barrassment to this bill to tax the rich, because this is a bill
simply to tax the poor. [Laughter and applause on the Demo-
cratie side.]

Mr. JAMES. I entirely agree with the gentleman’s state-
ment; it is a good answer. I was in hopes that it might come
from the other side of the aisle in the same spirit as it was
given by my friend from Texas.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JAMES. Certainly. )

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. I want to call the attention of
the gentleman from Kentucky, the House, and the country to the
fact that what the gentleman has read from Secretary Taft's
speech in Ohio in reference to an income tax is about what was
in the Demoeratic platform of 1896; and for so declaring the
Republicans and some Democrats criticised it as an assault on
the court because we said it indicated that the court might
change its opinion.

Mr. JAMES. That is undoubtedly true. But gentlemen have
observed the political events that have followed, and the Demo-
eratic party stood out in the wilderness and advoeated this
doetrine when it was unpopular, and now the Republicans come
along and try to advocate the same thing by innuendo, but not
in the real spirit in which it ought to be incorporated into law.
They promise, but never perform. You say you will present an
income-tax law. When are you going to do it? Thirteen years
have gone and no income-tax law has been presented. I want
to say that one will be offered to this bill as an amendment, unless
the machine of this House denies us this right by a rule, and
you gentlemen will have an opportunity to vote upon it, and
then we shall see how you will line up on this question.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. What I wanted to call attention
to was the fact that what we did in 1896 was called an attack
upon the court, and that we have been followed in that attack
by men who are now chiefs in the Republican party.

Mr. JAMES. Of course, nobody can attack the eourt except
a Democrat. The Republicans can talk about the court any
way they please and it is no attack; but if a Democrat says
anything about a decision, it is a terrific assault on the integrity
of the court. [Laughter and applause on the Democratic side.]

When you view this bill, up one side and down the other, it
reminds me of the old lady who had the only spring in the
neighborhood, and she always gave freely to everybody who
came for water. She was most generous, and when the drought
came on she was just as liberal; and finally the neighbors said:
“8he is such a good old woman and has never seen anything
of the world, but has always so longed to see the ocean; we
will make up some money and send her fo the seashore.” They
did so, and put her on the train, and she made the journey to
the seashore; and as she stood looking out upon its broad, toss-
ing, rolling bosom, a broad smile spread over her face, and she
exclaimed, as she threw up her hands: “Thank God, there is
water enough for us all.” [Laughter.]

And so it is with the trusts of the United States. As they
gather about this bill, looking over its various items, seeing
safely written upon its pages their continued license to steal, a
broad sinile spreads over their faces, as they throw their hands
up and exclaim, “ Thank God, there is loot enough in it for
:i?i 111]11 " [Laughter and continued applause on the Demoeratic

e.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentieman from Washington [Mr.
CusHMAN] is recognized. [Applanse.]

Mr. CUSHMAN. Mr. Chairman, it Is with more hesi-
tancy than usual that I rise this morning to add my few words
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to this debate upon the all-absorbing topic of tariff revision. I
do so rather from what I conceive to be a sense of duty than
from any personal inclination. It is known to all my col-
leagues on this floor on both sides of the Chamber that I am
the “baby member"” of the Ways and Means Committee—the
committee having this important bill in charge.

Speaker CANNON recently appointed me to this important
place. It has been an observation of my life—frequently con-
firmed by experience—that gratitude in this world usnally runs
in the inverse ratio to our deserts. The less capacity a man
has for a place the more grateful he feels when he gets it. I
merely allude, in passing, to this general trait of mankind, and
in that connection state that my gratitude for this appointment
can only be measured in the superlative degree. [Laughter and
applause.]

I felt when I received this appointment that I had been
handed a larger portfolio than I merited. But I recalled that
when I was a boy my father purchased a certain pair of
trousers for me. And did they fit? Not on your life! No
American boy ever had a suit of clothes bought for him that
fitted him at the time. Those trousers hung around my
emaciated form like a collapsed balloon, but dad said they
would be all right, because I “was goin’ to grow.” It may be
that the Speaker of the House indulged in a similar fond antici-
pation when he appointed me to a place on this committee. He
may have thought that I *“was goin' fo grow.” [Laughter.]

Mr. Chairman, the thanks not alone of the membership of
this House but of the country at large are due to these older
members of the Ways and Means Committee. They have
labored hard and long to produce a bill that in their judgment
will meet on the one hand the necessities of the United States
Treasury, and upon the other hand the necessities of the con-
sumer—and that contains provisions that maintain the doctrine
of protection to American industries.

My remarks on this bill to-day will be personal. By that I
mean I do not presume to speak for the committee nor for
anyone else save and excepting myself.

I shall speak upon my own responsibility and according to my
light, granting a similar privilege to all others.

I was not appointed a member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee until March 16, 1909. And it so happened that when I
was appointed that that great comnmittee had then been at work
almost continuously for five months framing this lengthy bill.

Immediately after my appointment I went to the committee
room and was then advised by the older members of the com-
mittee that the bill had been entirely prepared and was then
ready to be introduced. I thought of the old Spanish proverb
to the effect, “ When buying a horse or selecting a wife, shut
your eyes and commend your soul to God.” [Laughter.] And
the committee, in a sense at least, invited me to close my eyes
and commend this bill to the tender mercies of this great House.
I did so, and here we are.

I make this statement in order that it may be understood in
future days that while this bill in some degree reflects my ideas,
I had no chance in the committee to attempt to make it in all
respects what I think it ought to be.

Before leaving that subject I would like to add that when as
a brand new member I reached the Ways and Means Committee
room the great Democratic leader of this House, my friend from
Missouri [Mr. Crarx] paid me one of the most priceless and
cherished compliments I ever received, and I shall cherish the
memory of it all the days of my life.

He came forward graciously, seized my hand warmly and
shook it cordially, and then said with evident feeling: “And
Satan came also!” [Applause and laughter.]

When I consider the tariff-for-revenue views of that eminent
gentleman as contrasted with my belief in the doctrine of pro-
tection to American industries, I consider that quite a compli-
ment.

THE MOUNTAIN OF SORROW.

I read, when I was a child I think it was, one of the fables
of Addison, which he called the * Mountain of Sorrow.”

There was in those days, according to that fable, a god who
was in charge of the destinies of the people.

He was not the god Billiken, who is the “ God of Things as
They Ought to Be,” but he was evidently the god of trouble.

Because the people were discontented, the multitude was
murmuring, They were discontented, each complaining of his
individual trouble or burden. And the god called them together
one day in a great valley in the mountains. He invited each
sorrowing son of Adam to lay aside his own particular burden
and frolic all day unhindered and unhampered.

Each laid off his particular sorrow, his misfortune, or his

affliction, and the pile rose like a great mountain in the midst
of the plain.

The old women threw away their wrinkles and the young
women their freckles; one laid down his sickness and another
his deformity—and one man cheerfully added to the heap as his
contribution a quarrelsome wife.

After they had frolicked all day and evening came the god

informed them that each must return to that pile and pick up
and carry away not necessarily the burden that he had laid
down, but one burden, either his or another man’s.
. That sorrowing throng walked round and round that aggrega-
tion of human misery, and finally each one picked up and car-
ried off with him the same individual sorrow and burden that
in the morning he had laid down.

That fable was destined to teach us that heavy as our own
burden seems it may in reality be no heavier than that which
our neighbor earries.

If I should attempt to apply that fable to this tariff revision
trouble of ours, I should certainly confer upon the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Pay~e] the distinction of the title role, and
designate him as the “ god of trouble,” because we are all mur-
muring at him, and each of us claiming that the burden which
his bill casts upon us is heavier and more grievous than that
borne by any other.

When I think of the mighty lumber and coal interests of my
State and the thousands of people depending upon those indus-
tries for bread, and think of the provisions of this bill regard-
ing those industries, I confess I think my burden is heavier
than that of others,

But perhaps if each of the 391 Members of this House were
given a chance to lay down his own particular complaint and
take instead the troubles of another, it might be that, like the
people in the fable, each sad son of Adam might pick up again
his own particular burden.

Mr. Chairman, there are many embarrassments surrounding
the formation of any tariff bill.

It is even a gigantic task to comprehend a tariff bill after it
has been framed. As I stand here to-day trying to discuss this
bill I feel like one trying to grasp a globe larger than his hand
could hold.

There are some provisions in this bill which do not meet my
views, chief among them are the provisions regarding lumber
and coal—and also hides.

I shall before I sit down probably make some adverse eriti-
cisms relating to several schedules of this bill. I trust that in
so doing I will not be considered discourteous, or unfair to my
fellow-members on the Ways and Means Committee. I do not
intend to make any unjustifiable onslaught on this measure.

The only reason that justifies any man in rising to speak on
this or any other bill is that he may give expression to his
honest views. If we all sit here and conceal rather than express
what we believe, then our deliberations become a mockery and
a failure.

If I criticise some of the provisions of this bill I want it
understood that I still have a great and high regard for all
the members of the Committee on Ways and Means who have
labored so hard on this measure, not for the benefit of any
particular section, but for the benefit of the entire country.

The framing of a tariff bill is surrounded with difficulties
and embarrassments that are not understood by all the people
of this nation at large. It is not easy to revise the tariff and
produce a perfect bill.

Thomas B. Reed once said:

Did a perfect tarif bill ever exist? Oh, yes. Where? Why, in
gour mind, of course. Everl\;bndy has a perfect tariff bill in his mind,

ut unfortunately a bill of that character has no extra-territorial juris-
dletion,

[Laughter.]

THE HOME BY LARAMIE PEAK,

I had an experience in my youth that I think illustrates some
of the difficulties that surround the building of an American
tariff,

The present populous and thrifty State of Wyoming twenty-
five years ago was a sparsely settled territory possessing a few
towns that struggled on with the ambition to be cities, possess-
ing many frontier settlements, each surrounded with a fringe
of empty tin cans, a horizon of sage brush, and an unlimited
destiny. [Laughter and applause.] The great Laramie Plains
stretched out on the bosom of that broad domain like the open
hand of the Infinite. Along the northern border of these plains
rose the Laramie Mountaing, and from out the surrounding and
lesser hills rose old Laramie Peak standing like a mighty senti-
nel upon the horizon.
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A quarter of a century ago, a lad in my teens, barefooted and
footsore, I walked across those plains and toward that old
mountain peak that seemed to beckon to me when I had nowhere
else to go.

Underneath the shadow of that majestic mountain my mother,
my brother, and I built our little cabin home. It was only a
eabin built of logs, but it sheltered hearts as pure and hopes
as exalted as ever existed beneath the sweep of the Almighty
stars. [Applause.]

But it is not of those things that I intended to speak; but I
do want to refer for a moment to the building of that ecabin,
because I think it points a moral and adorns a tale. That struct-
ure in my judgment to-day constitutes the eighth wonder of the
world. Certain it is that on all the wide bosom of the planet
it has no counterpart, because the ordinary dwelling is rectan-
gular in shape and the opposite sides and ends are of the same
length. Not so with that structure. There were four of us
who builded that cabin—one to each side—and each fellow made
his own particular side of the length he thought it ought to be
without any reference to the length that the other fellow was
making his side. [Laughter.] And when we got through and
took the exact measurements we had a cabin that was 164 by 17
by 223 by 24 on the ground, and sloped up at different angles
and dimensions as it rose toward the roof,

Jack and Jim and brother Ed and I were the four workmen
who builded that mighty structure. And for the past guarter
of a century each one has contended that it would have been a
monument of architectural perfection and a dream of symmetrical
beauty had it not been for the other three fools whose lack of
sense spoiled it. .

But, sir, there it stands on the hillside to-day, hospitable but
hideous. It is a monument to the fact that when four men
start to build a house that the final product will be a composite
photograph of the brains, or lack of brains, of all of them.

And the same thing, my friends, is true of a tariff bill. We
have here in this House 391 boss carpenters, each with a tariff
broadax, who will whittle and chop away at this measure to
their hearts’ content, taking orders from no one else. And then
we have 92 eminent gentlemen in the Senate, at the other
end of this Capitol, and after we have finished with the bill each
one of them will hew away at it unrestrained by anything save
the fear of God and the approaching election! [Laughter and
applause.]

And thus it sometimes happens, sir, that when the American
Congress after a fierce and prolonged struggle brings forth a
so-called “ finished tariff bill” and sets it up on the hillside for
the inspection of the American public it is found to be like
that little eabin out in the valley of the Laramie Mountains—a
little out of plumb. [Laughter.]

The tariff question is a practical question. Why? Because
the adjustment of our governmental revenues and expenditures
is a practical guestion.

One of the nation’s chief sources of revenue is the tariff—that
is, the duties.levied on imports. Therefore the tariff is the
thing which to a large extent fixes the amount of our govern-
ment revenue, and it will continue to be a source of argument
and controversy- as long as that system of raising revenue
continues.

There are theorists and dreamers of dreams who say they
expect to live to see the day when the tariff question shall be
removed from the domain of American polities.

So long as our revenues are derived from the tariff, just that
long will the tariff question remain a live issue in American

lities.
poAmerican politics with the tariff left out would be like peach
pie without any peaches, or like the play of Hamlet with the
melancholy Dane omitted.

I AM A PROTECTIONIST.

Speaking for myself, sir, I am a protectionist, without any
qualifying adjectives. I am not only a protectionist, but a high
protectionist.

" I believe in the protection of American industry and the pro-
tection of American labor—yes, I believe in it like the heathen
believes in his idol.

That may sound a little strange in these degenerate days,
when a great many men don’t seem to have any fixed convictions
on any subject but act like human weather vanes trying to
point in any direction that the shifting breeze of popularity or
prejudice may temporarily indicate.

When I say that I am a protectionist, I thank my God I don't
have to apologize to anybody for that belief. I can plant the

feet of my faith on the pages of my country's history.
plause.]

Time and again in experience, and by the light of history, I
have seen the industries of my nation flourish under protection,
and I have seen them fade under free trade—or tariff for
revenue only, which is another name for free trade.

If a man is a genuine protectionist he believes in protection
all the way through—and not in spots. A genuine protectionist
wants the industries of his own region protected, and is willing
to grant that same right to other people and other industries.

Frequently you will hear a man say, “I am a protectionist,
but I am in favor of free lumber,” or “ I am a protectionist, but
I am in favor of free hides.” The man whose Republican con-
vietions are not any deeper than his selfishness is not a protec-
tionist. The man who wants his own industries protected, but
who is willing to leave his neighbor's industry naked to the
competition of the world, is not a Republican; he is just a com-
mon political eannibal, willing to eat up his neighbor.

For the man who really believes in protection, I have the
greatest admiration.

For the man who honestly believes in free trade, I have at
least respect. I do not agree with him, but I respect his con-
sistency.

But for the spotted animal who wants his industry protected
and his neighbor’s industry left naked to the industrial winds of
all the world, I have neither admiration nor respect.

The two great achievements of the Republican party in its
political lifetime have been, first, the settlement and adjust-
ment of those vexed questions which grew out of the great eivil
war—now happily forgiven if not forgotten; second, the build-
ing of a great and prosperous industrial system under the pro-
tecting wing of an American tariff law.

1f you take away from the record of the Republican party all
the splendid fruits that have grown under its system of protec-
tion, you will find but little left.

The Democratic leaders may rail about the system of protec-
tion and promise grander returns to the laboring man under
their chosen plan, but there is an old saying that *the proof
of the pudding is in the chewing of the string.” The promises
of the Democratic party have been infinite—but where are its
performances?

I have heard a number of eminent gentlemen on the Demo-
eratie side of this House speaking in the last few days in behalf
of a tariff for revenue. I heard the young gentleman from
Texas [Mr. SHeEPPARD] deliver one of the most finished and
beautiful orations I have heard in many a day. As a literary
product, pure and simple, I am willing to add my leaf to the
wreath which the Democrats of this House laid at his feet
when he concluded.

But as a historic justification of the policy and the perform-
ances of the Democratic party it was as empty as the seashell
which sings in your ear from sheer emptiness.

My Texas friend spoke feelingly of two Democratic free-trade
laws which had vindicated themselves in operation. What
two laws were they? He spoke of the acts of 1824 and 1847!
The last of those laws was enacted sixty-seven years ago. Has
the Democratic party no history since sixty-seven years ago?
My young friend does not appear to be an old man, and yet I
marveled much at two things: First, how he was able to re-
member so accurately the effects of a tariff bill that was enacted
some thirty years before he was born, and, second, how he could
so utterly forget the Democratic Wilson bill that was enacted
during his lifetime.

He appealed to the imaginations of men. I appeal to their
recollections, He sought to vindicate a theory. I refer to a
demonstration. He wandered in the realms of fancy. I turn
the pages of history to recently recorded facts.

In 1894 we tried the same policy that is to-day advocated by
the free-trade or tariff-for-revenue side of this House, and the
question rises before us to-day, “ How did your theory work
when you tried it last?” It was a humiliating failure.

Well, we have the same country here now that we had then;
we have the same people that we had then; we have the same
industries that we had then; we have the same soil beneath us
and the same sky above us. If it did not work then what makes
you think it will work now? [Applause.]

[Ap-

I regret that there seems to be growing up in this country a
disposition on the part of some of our Republican brethren to
drift away a little from the doctrine of protection.

That same disposition was manifest in this nation just before
the last Democratic victory. Their vietory was due then more
to our weakness and vacillation than to the strength of their
own cause. Are you going to help ereate a similar result again?
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What the Republicans of this nation need to-day more than
they need all things else is to have their faith renewed.

There is an old saying that “ the blood of the martyr is the
seed of the church.” By that it was meant that the blood of
the persecuted strengthened the faith of the living. The church
was stronger after the sacrifice than before.

If I might paraphraze that old saying I would exclaim that
‘“the destruction of American industries is the seed of Repub-
lican faith.”

In other words, some Republicans seem to require a disas-
trous demonstration of Democratic doctrines about every ten
oruﬂéteen years in order to strengthen their faith in their own
belief.

So far as I am concerned I don’t need to have my faith half-
goled. My memory is still working.

I have certain fixed convietions, and one of those convie-
tions is in favor of a high protective tariff law, and on that I
am willing to plant my feet and go up or down with it. [Ap-
plause.]

Some man asks, “ Well, how high ought protection to be?”
My friends, you can not figure out in degrees or percentages
how high a tariff ought to be. In my judgment an American

protective tariff ought to be high enough to protect the indus- |

tries that it was built to defend:; and no tariff wall, however
altitudinous, that has that object in view has any terrors for
me.

I ised the fa We had a ““breachy " ol J
e e > T Odmarem'reducethepmeofwhathehastobuyﬁOpercent,butatthe

those days that was in the habit of jumping into the eern field.
We started in to raise the height of that rail fence. We raised
it from five rails to six rails, but that did not stop her; we
raised it from gix rails to seven rails, but that did not step
her; we raised it from seven rails to eight rails, but that did
not stop her; but when we added the ninth rail we reached
the limit of her vaulting capacity. For the purposes of pro-
tection, had that fence been one rail less, it might as well
have been *a painted ship upon a painted ocean.” [Applause
on the Republican side.]

The way to build a tariff wall is to build it high enough to
protect. I knew a man once who fell into a eistern. He was a
very tall man. He was 6 feet tall. Now, the water in that
cistern was only 6 feet and 2 inches deep, only 2 short inches
over his head; but he drowned as effectually as if he had
been dropped into the depths of the unfathomable ocean,
[Laughter.]

You talk about lowering the tariff wall by degrees or per
cenis, You may only lower the tariff on a given article 2 per
cent, but that 2 per cent may be like the last two inches of
water in that cistern—just enough to destroy. And when you
lower a tariff wall enough to destroy an American industry,
the blood of that industry is on your hands.

I say these things in order that it may be understood that I
have not lost either my faith in protection nor my courage in
proclaiming what I believe.

STICE TO THE DIET THAT AGREES WITH YOU.

In its inception in America the proteetive tariff found its
justification in the fact that it built up our infant industries.

In its maturity the protective tariff finds its justification in
the fact that it is the mightiest single instrument in this nation
for maintaining the prosperity of all classes and all sections of
our common country.

Some men will say, “Well, I did not object to it when our
nation was young, but how long are you going to continue to
protect these industries?”

Let me tell you a little story that answers that question:

A few years ago I had a very fierce attack of indigestion. I
had been eating all kinds of truck that no human stomach
should ever try to assimilate. In the midst of my troubles I
went to a deetor who put me on a very simple diet of rice and
beiled eggs and brown bread and fresh beef, etc.

I soon got into first-rate shape again. And then my old appe-
tite returned. I longed to eat plum pudding and fruit cake;
I had a hankering for hot mince pie, and the confents of the
seductive dish—that tastes so good going down and so
bad coming up.

Finally one day I spoke to the doctor and said:

“ How long do yon expect me to keep on this diet you have
prescribed for me ¥

He said to me: “ Young man, don’t you think it would be a good
idea for you to stick to that diet as long as it agrees with you? "

And I say to the American people that it will be an almighty
good ldea for us, as a nation, to stick to the protective tariff as
long as it agrees with our welfare and our prosperity.

And when men tell you that protection does not agree with
us as a nation, ask them to point out to you some other national
diet that when tried agreed with us better.

Some of these free-trade notions are like the contents of the
chafing dish—they are fair to look upon, but are followed by
terrible results when absorbed into the system.

Men will talk about things being “ cheap ™ and being * dear.”
Did it ever occur to you that the two terms “cheap ™ and “ dear”
are relative terms and not absclute? Nothing in this world is
dear at any price if you ean procure it with financial ease. And
nothing in this world is cheap at any price if you haven't got
the money to get it. [Applause on the Itepublican side.]

My beloved friend from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] appealed in his
speech to the farmer and the laboring man, becanse he said he
wanted them to have an opportunity to get things cheap.

To my mind that argument constitutes the fundamental and
underlying weakness of the whole Democratic theory. You go
to the man who is receiving high wages, when employment is

‘abundant and industry universal, and you say to him, “ My

friend, the only trouble with you is you have to pay too much
for what you buy. You vote the Democratic party into power
and we will scale down the price of what you have to buy.”

You Ieave that man under the delusion that while you are
scaling down the price of everything which he has to buy, that

' his own product and his own wages shall remain alone and un-
disturbed on the high scale they occupy.

He votes you into power, and then he discovers that you do
same time you have reduced his ability to buy it 100 per cent.

. [Applause.]

You say you are going to bring down the price of products

and the price of living. How are you going to do it? The price

of products in all free countries on earth rests upon the price of

Iabor—because it is labor that makes the product. The only

kind of a country on earth where the price of labor does not

' control the price of products is in a slave country where labor

is unpaid. When labor is high, the things that labor produces

. are likewise high—they are bound to be. You talk about keep-

ing down the price of commodities without Jowering the price
of labor.
It was old Archimedes who once said that given a fulernm on

which to rest his lever he could move the world. When yon

attempt to adjust your lever to bring down the price of living
expenses and commodities, there is only one fulerum on earth
upen whiclhy yow can rest that lever, and that is the price of
Iaber and wages.

And when you rest your lever on that fulerum, for every inch
you pry down commedities you will lower labor two inches.
[Applause.] That is the place where your philosophy lands you.

Gentlemen on the other side of the aisle have talked unceas-
ingly upon what they choose to call the iniguities of this Payne
tariff bilk

Gentlemen, let me ask you where is your bill? Have you any
bill here that you propose as a substitute for it? It is an easy
thing for a man to stand up and make an onslaught on some-
body else’s hill. It is an easy thing to criticise, but it takes
genius to create. And I say to this nation to-day, that it would
be a most interesting eontribution to the politieal literature of
this nation to have printed side by side in deadly parallel
columns exaetly what bill you gentlemen propose as a substi-
tute for this bill.

TWO PICTURES OF PACIFIC AVENUE.

My Democratic friends, you are always telling the American
people what you are going to do for them in the future when
you get into power and revise the tariff. Why don't you tell
the American people what you did do to them when you were
last in power and did revise the tariff?

I have lived in the city of Tacoma, in the State of Washing-
ton, since and before the year of 18H4.

In the year of 15894 the Democratic Wilson free-trade law was
working in this country—and it was the only thing in the nation
that was working.

Pacific avenue is the main business street in my home city.
And there rises in my mind two vastly different and contrast-
ing pictures of that great avenue. -

Every time I walk down Pacific avenue in these good days
my mind harks baeck to those old Demoeratic days of 1894.

In those days, in the gloem and the silence of that desolate
and all but abandoned highway, no sound of genuine progress
stirred the stillness.

The only hammer that was heard in those days was the ham-
mer of the sheriff, who with remorseless haste was foreclosing
not only the property equities but the human hopes of men,
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To-day along that avenue I can hear the ever-increasing hum
of established commerce, mingled with the click of the builder's
hammer repairing old and building new structures in a frantic
effort to keep pace with the nation’s inereasing business and
prosperity.

Permit me to remind you that this mighty change was not
wrought by that much-heralded Democratic panacea, * The
free coinage of gilver at 16 to 1.” [Applause.]

In 1894 the only industrial(?) demonstration that occurred
along that avenue was when Jumbo Cantwell, with the left
wing of “ Coxey's industrial army,” passed that way—and the
echo of their misguided tread resounded through empty build-
ings and amidst deserted market places.

To-day along that dear old avenue I see a mighty throng
of my countrymen, so many and so busy that they elbow each
other off the pavement and into the street in an effort to get
along. The sides of that street are lined with stores full of
things to sell, and the middle of that street is filled with people
who have money to buy. [Applause.]

Permit me to remind you that the idiocies and idiosyncrasies
of the Democratic party did not produce these great results.

In 1804 honest but hungry men fought each other and cursed
their country because of the misunderstandings born of those
desperate days.

To-day the toilers of America, in peace and plenty, look out
upon an industrial field of more work and better wages than
mankind has ever known before.

Permit me to remind you that William Jennings Bryan is not
responsible for that mighty industrial resurrection.

In the midst of these distressing scenes and disheartening
days there came to us as a Nation a voice sounding from the
midst of our industrial wilderness,

It was the voice of William McKinley. That voice reached
the ears, touched the hearts, and moved the understanding of
the American people. He had God-given sense enough to know
that you can not legislate a nation into wealth by cutting in
two the purchasing power of the money.

His voice sounded like a bugle call across a field of strife
whereon the battle had been all but lost.

Ah, sir, that bugle eall sounded a distinct double note. It
gounded retreat for those politicians whose false policies had
brought disaster to this Nation and its people. But it also
sounded a grand forward movement for Americans all along
the line.

Once again the unnumbered millions of our countrymen formed
into the ranks and battalions of labor's peaceful army and
moved out again to occupy the vast and fruitful plain of
American industry. [Applause.]

Mr. WEISSHE. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. CUSHMAN. Certainly.

Mr. WEISSE. I am glad the gentleman says his country is
in such great shape. According to Bradstreet’s reports for the
last two years the total failures have been $679,000,000, against
$533,000,000 in two Democratic years. [Loud applause on the
gel:lrgocratic side.] 1Is that difference the result of the Dingley

Mr. CUSHMAN. I have not examined the figures the gentle-
man refers to. I do not know whether they are correct or not;
and, to my mind, they would not prove much if they were con-
ceded to be correct.

Let me give the gentleman a few instances that do not deal
with eapital, but deal with labor conditions. We have heard a
great deal of talk in these last two years about Republican
panic and the depressed conditions that existed. I confess I
have failed to see it.

Last fall in the city of Spokane, in the State of Washington,
in September, 1908, I noted the following signs along the street :

Wanted.—Enaville, on Idaho Northern: 10 teamsters, $2.25 per day;
15 trackmen, $2 per day; 25 laborers, $2 per dag
Wanted.—Idaho Northern Electric Road: 10 teamsters, $2.25 per

day.
%Vanted.—lo men for surfacing, free s8, $2 per day.
Wanted.—5 men east to-day, free pass, $2 per day.

Wanted.—2 men for brickyard, $2 Fer day.
ree pass, ship to-day, $2 per day.

Wanted.—5 steam-shovel laborers,
Wanted.—3 yard men, £2 per day.
Wanted.—Extra gang, Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Paul, $2 per day,
company work, fare advanced.
anted.—10 spikers, Chlcnﬁo, Milwaukee and St. Paul, $2.50 per day.

Wanted.—Government ditch, Montana: 15 teamsters, 25 cents per
hour; 10 acmger holders, 25 cents per hour; 10 wood choppers and
€ laborers, $2.25 per day.

Wanted.—Plasterers wanted, unlon wages.

Wanted.—Plane men, $3 per dn{.

Wanted.—15 railroad spikers, $2.50 per day.

Wanted.—Carpenters' helpers, $2.25 per day.

Wanted.—Milkman, $35 and board. E‘?om in,

Wanted.—Lumber {JUEI‘ $3 per day.
Wanted.—3 sawmill laﬁorers, $2.25 per day.
Wanted.—6 yard men, rallroad work, $2 per day.
Wanted.—Carpenters, $3.50 to $4.50 per day.
Wanted.—5 rough care‘e(nters, £3.50 per day.
Wanted.—6 laborers, est, $2.25 ggr day.

Y.

Wanted.—4 cable men, $2.25 per

Wanted.—6 pitmen, $2.23 per day.

Now, can the gentleman refer to any condition similar to
that when he and his party were in power? And if that
is the condition of the laborer in this Nation, with the oppor-
tunity to work, what significance have your figures?

Mr. WEISSE. If the gentleman will allow me, I will answer
his question.

Mr. CUSHMAN. I shall be most happy.

Mr, WEISSE. I am glad that those conditions exist in the
State of Washington; but according to labor reports 40 per
cent of manufacturing American labor has been out of work
for the last eighteen months.

Mr. CUSHMAN. That is not true. “ [Applause on the Re-
publican side.]

Mr. WEISSE. There are thousands of them to be had, and
all the Chicago and Northwestern Railroad is paying to-day
is $1.25 to section men in Wisconsin; but instead of work-
ing them nine hours as they did in 1893, they work them
ten hours for the same wages. [Applause on the Democratic
side.]

Mr. CUSHMAN. Of course I am not familiar with the con-
ditions that may exist in Wisconsin, but I can give the gentle-
man a few facts regarding the conditions in the State of Wash-
ington. The common labor that built much of the Pacifie
coast extension of the Milwaukee road was paid $2.50 per day—
and they had trouble often getting laborers for that. I do not
believe that the conditions to-day are quite so prosperous as two
years ago; but when the gentleman attempts to make the
country believe that the conditions now are similar to the condi-
tions that existed when he and his party were in power, he
has taken on his broad shoulders an almighty large job. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.]

There sits above and beyond all figures and statistics the
common sense of mankind. When I went over this Nation in
1894 the dominating feature of the human landsecape was rags.
Nearly every man had his American posterior ornamented with
either a patch or a puncture—and sometimes both. [Laughter.]
In the last few years I have traveled up and down this country
lengthwise, sidewise, and otherwise, and I have scarcely seen
an idle or a ragged man, Now, if the multitude of American
laborers are being pressed and ground down the way you say
they are, they are about the best dressed and best fed assembly
of down-trodden patriots that I have ever seen.

Occasionally in my home city of Tacoma on Saturday evening
I take my wife and my mother and go down into the city and
watch the throng along Pacific avenue. And I defy any man
on earth who is a stranger in that city to tell from looking at
that crowd by their clothes or any other way who is the banker
and who is the artisan, who is the business man, or who is the

machinist. They wear as good clothes as anybody, and they
wear them as well as anybody. [Applause on the Republican
side.]

Mr. WEISSE., The gentleman has not yet answered my ques-
tion. Does the gentleman say that 40 per cent of American
labor has not been idle?

Mr. CUSHMAN. I do.

Mr. WEISSE. Then you deny the statistics.

Mr. CUSHMAN. I deny emphatically that 40 per cent of the
men in this country are idle. I know it is not true. [Applause
on the Republican side.]

Mr. WEISSE. Do you deny Bradstreet’s report that there
were $689,000,000 worth of failures in the last two years of
panic?

Mr. CUSHMAN. I have not seen the figures that the gentle-
man refers to, but I have seen the country. There is an old
saying that figures won't lie, but the converse of that is that
liars will figure. I do not apply that to my friend, but I say that
youcan juggle with figures and prove or disprove almost anything ?

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman——

Mr. CUSHMAN. I would like to talk a little now, myself.
I will be glad to yield to the gentleman a little later.

Any man who walks abroad over this Nation to-day will find
employment far more abundant than it was when your party,
the Democratic party, was in power. You appeal to the Ameri-
can laborer to-day with an imaginative condition. You display
before his eyes some kind of a Utopian condition under which
you say that wages shall be high and all other things shall be
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cheap. That condition never has existed in six thousand years
of the world’s recorded history and it never will exist.

The conditions that the Republican party have created in this
Nation in the past twelve years are not only recorded on the
pages of industrial history, but, what is more, they are en-
shrined in the grateful hearts of 90,000,000 American people.
[Applause on the Republican side.]

PRICE OF EEPAIRING THE COTTAGE.

Now, then, my friend from Missouri [Mr. Crark] has spoken
very feelingly about his desire to have the price of commodities
and living expenses and lumber come down, but the gentleman
never raised his voice to congratulate the laborers of this
couniry on the fact that wages were high. If anybody ever
hears of a leading Democrat in this Nation eongratulating some-
body because wages are high, industry universal, and employ-
ment plenty, please wire me at once at my expense. [Laughter
and applause on the Republican side.]

Now, then, it is not very often that I have occasion to hire
a man to do some work, but once in a while I hire a man to do
something that I am too lazy to do or can not do myself. There-
fore if I refer to a few prices that have come within my per-
sonal observation I trust you will not consider it egotistic on
my part. I only refer to them because they have come within
my personal observation.

In the city of Tacoma, my home, I purchased a little cottage,
which I have decorated with a mortgage—and other permanent
improvements. [Laughter.] I have had occasion once or twice
to have a few repairs and changes made on that dwelling. Let
me quote you a few prices.

That cottage is not much bigger than a railroad box ecar, but
a short time ago when I wanted the outside of it painted it cost
me $98, all right. But I am not complaining about that, because
I like to see people get paid for what they do.

I concluded that I wanted the two front rooms repapered.
What we call the “large” room in our house is about 9 by 11
feet, [Laughter.] It cost me $54 to get those two front rooms
repapered just the same. Am I complaining about it? Not at
all. T like to see people get paid for what they do.

A little later I concluded that I wanted our dining room re-
tinted. The dining room in my palatial mansion is about 8 by 9
feet. [Laughter.] But it cost me $40.20 to get it retinted. But
I am not complaining. I like to see people get paid for what
they do. [Laughter.]

One day there was a piece of plaster came loose on the ceiling
of my dining room, and, as God is my witness, that piece of
plaster was not much bigger than the rim of my old slouch hat,
but it cost me $5.50 to get new plaster put over that hole.
I could have taken five $1 bills and almost covered the hole.
[Laughter.] But I am not complaining. I am one of those
individuals who like to see people get paid for what they do.
[ Laughter.]

I wanted an extra doorway cut through the wall from the
kitchen into the pantry. It was to be an open doorway—just
a hole. It cost me $7.95 to have that hole made. But it was a
good-looking hole. [Laughter.] I never saw a better looking
hole. [Laughter.] And I do not regret the money. And if I
want another carpenter in the future, I will send for the same
man. I am not complaining, because I am one of those peculiar
individuals who like to see people get well paid for what they
do. [Laughter.]

I wanted a hot-water boiler moved from one room to another,
and I subsidized a plumber friend of mine to the tune of §16
for moving it. But I am not complaining, because one of my
personal peculiarities is that I like to see people get paid for
what they do.

I had a wire fence built along one side of my lot; perhaps the
fence was 90 or 100 feet in length. I paid a workman $53 for
putting up that fence. [Laughter.] Well, I am not complain-
ing. It is a good-looking fence, and I look at it every day.
[Laughter.] I was glad to have it built, and glad to see the
man who built it get paid for his work.

You can't hire a drayman with one horse and a dinky wagon
in my town short of about $6 per day, or $4 for a half a day.
I have paid that much, and I know. I do not regret the money,
because I like to see people get paid for what they do.

Last summer I walked out into the alley to the rear of my
house one morning where I had had a wagonload of wood un-
loaded. A man came along and told me that he had just got
into town and asked me if he could split some of that wood
and pile it in the woodshed. It was nearly 10 o'clock in the
morning. I told him to go to work. He worked until noon,
a trifle more than two hours, and I paid him for that $2 and

gave him his dinner and offered him a pair of my old shoes.
He took the $2, he ate the dinner, but he declined the shoes—
because he said they were not as good as the pair he already
had. [Laughter.] I never regretted the $2; I am glad I gave
him his dinner, but I confess it did grind my pride a little to
have that fellow refuse the shoes of a genuine * statesman” be-
cause they were not as good as he was in the habit of wearing,
[Great applause and laughter.]

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania rose.

Mr. CUSHMAN, Well, I am getting along fairly well, and
my time is limited, but what does the gentleman want?

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. How does the gentleman ac-
count for the discrepancy between the $6 and $8 per day he is
required to pay out there for labor and the advertisements he
has just read for labor for $2 and $2.25 a day?

Mr. CUSHMAN. There is no discrepancy between the two.
In one case it was skilled labor and the other it was common
labor. And in that connection I might remark at the very time
I read those figures on the streets of the city of Spokane the
Democratic party in that part of the State was trying to make
a campaign by claiming that a panic was on, and nobody could
get work.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Is the gentleman aware of
the fact——

Mr. CUSHMAN. Oh, let me talk a little of the time.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Is the gentleman aware of
the fact that the United States Steel Corporation in its report
for the year ending December 31, 1907, shows that it has a total
number of employees of 210,000, and that for the year ending
December 31, 1908, it shows it had but 165,000 employees?

Mr. CUSHMAN. Well, what would all that prove if itis true?

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Does not that show there are
a large number of men out of employment?

Mr. CUSHMAN. Not necessarily. I have never known a time
yet in this Nation under the best of circumstances when wages
were high and employment abundant, that some men were not
claiming that times were hard and wages were low. If you find
something in the report of the Steel Corporation that you think
helps your side of the case, you are willing to give it full credit.
And yet if on to-morrow some Republican should read some
figures from that same report the Democracy would hoot and
say it wasn't worthy of belief.

I refer to certain things that have come directly under my
observation. You say that wages are low and that employment
is scarce. These conditions now are far better than when your
party was in power. I recall now one little ineident that to
my mind illustrates the difference between the conditions that
exist now and the conditions that existed in the days of 1894-95.
Within three blocks of my cottage there is a little meat market.
My friemd Geiger, who keeps that meat market, charges good
high prices for his meat, too, but I never object, because I like
to see people get good prices for what they sell. [Laughter.]
I occasionally drop in there to buy a bit of meat. I dropped
in there one Saturday night, and a laboring man came in and
said to the butcher, “ Cut me off a couple of slices of that
porterhouse, medium thick, and take the change out of that,”
and he threw down a $10 gold piece. I saw that same man go
into a meat market in that same town in 1895 and ask for a
dime’s worth of liver on credit. [Applause and laughter.] You
can talk all you want to about the conditions that have existed
under your party and mine. I tell you that the laboring man
of this Nation has traveled a mighty distance since the Demo-
cratic party was last in power. He has traveled all the way
from a dime’s worth of liver on credit to a dollar's worth of
porterhouse for cash—and that represents a mighty and an un-
measured distance on the chart of domestic economy and
national prosperity! [Loud applause on the Republican side.]
hMr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, is it not a

ct——

Mr. CUSHMAN. Mr. Chairman, I regret that I must decline
to yield, because——

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Is it not a fact that there are
thousands of men trying to get meat on credit to-day?

Mr. CUSHMAN. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to be dis-
courteous to my friend, but I must insist upon using a little of
this time myself. Many gentlemen have spoken recently on his
gide of the Chamber and said many things I did not agree with,
but I did not eontinually interrupt them.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. I beg the gentleman's pardon.
I thought he had yielded.

Mr. CUSHMAN. I did not yield.

Mr., WILSON of Pennsylvania.
man’s pardon.

I certainly bez the gentle-
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Mr, CUSHMAN. I do not mean to be discourteous, but my
time is limited.

THE AMERICAN FARMER AND THE TARIFF.

Mr. Chairman, a good many things have been said about the
farmer’'s prosperity in this Nation, and it has many times been
stated that a protective tariff does not help the farmer. That I
deny, and if my observation and my experience goes for any-
thing I can prove it.

In the first place what does the farmer do? He raises crops.
What for? To sell. To sell to whom? Not¢ to sell to other
farmers, because they are engaged in the same kind of industry ;
they are his competitors and not his customers. The farmer
raises products to sell to other people engaged in different kinds
of industries. His customers are the clerks in the stores;
the laborers on the railroads; the laborers in the factories;
the workmen in the mine, and the men who work in the
sawmills, and all other men in the Nation who do not raise
products.

Therefore the price of the farmer’s products are high when
all these men are at work and are on a pay roll, because
they are then buying the farmer's products. A laborer may
be just as hungry when he is “broke” as when he has
money, but his custom lacks profit. The laborer must have
- money or he can not buy. He must have work or he hasn’t got
money.

Now, then, it has been by reason of the fact that our fac-
tories have been running, that the mills have been running,
that our mines have been running, that all our men are em-
ployed, that wages are high, that employment is plenty, that
industry is universal—these are the things that have made the
prices of the farmer's products high.

That is what makes eggs in my town worth 50 cents a dozen.
That is what makes butter worth 45 cents a pound. That is
what makes a spring chicken no bigger than your fist and
mostly neck and pin feathers worth 65 cents. [Laughter.] That
is what makes strawberries worth 20 cents a box—and the
bottom of the box is a good deal nearer to the top than it is
close to the bottom. [Laughter.] That is what makes Uncle
Tom’s old brood mare, 16 years old and blind as a bat, worth
$100 in gold. I have been buying some of the farmer’s products
in the past few years and I know the prices that I have quoted,
because I have paid them ; but I am not complaining, becaunse I
like to see people get well paid for what they produce.
[Laughter.]

I also had some knowledge and some experience with the
price of the farmer’s products in the State of Washington in
1804 and 1895. You could buy horses in that State then, good
sound horses, that weighed 900 pounds for $15 per head. Youn
can absolutely sell a fat hog to-day in my State for more than
a small horse would bring in those days. Eggs were then
worth about 8 cents a dozen. I saw strawberries offered for
sale in those days on the streets of Tacoma 9 boxes for 25
cents, but mighty few people were eating strawberries in those
days at any price.

Oh, there does not anybody need to sit up nights worrying about
the condition of the American farmer these days. He is laying
away the gold coin with every revolution of the sun, and at the
same time the price of his farm land is soaring into the sky
until an acre of good farm land is worth more than a city lot.
[Applause.]

My friend from Missouri [Mr. Crarx] has been talking on this
floor about cheap things. He wants the price of lumber to be
cheap so the laboring man and the farmer can build homes.
Well, we had cheap lumber in this Nation in the years of 1804
and 1895—the cheapest lumber that was ever known in recent
years. Did people build homes in those days? O, no; they not
only did not build new homes, but most of them lost the homes
that they had already built. [Laughter and applause on the
Republican side.]
chDo you think that it is an ideal condition when things are

eap?

Horses were never so cheap in the world before as they were
then—but everybody went on foot. [Laughter.]

Food was never so cheap as it was then—but everybody was
hungry. Clothes were never so cheap—but the whole human
landscape was patched and ragged. And the free-trade party
was never so cheap as it was then—because nobody wanted it
at any price. [Laughter and applause on the Republican
side.] =

I tell you that high wages is a sign of good times. It is the
wage scale, and not the price list that is the barometer of a
nation’s prosperity. [Applause on the Republican side.]

THE AMERICAN TARIFF ON COAL.

I want to talk for a few moments on the provisions of this
bill that relate fo coal. As I said in the begimning, if I raise
my voice against some of the provisions of this bill, I do so
because I feel it is my duty to my constituents and to the
mighty coal industry in my State of Washington.

Anthracite coal is now and has been on the free list for many
years—no tariff at all on anthracite.

The present fariff under the existing Dingley tariff law on
bituminous coal is 67 cents per ton.

As far as the coal traffic is concerned, we can practically elim-
inate all the rest of the world from our consideration except the
United States and Canada, because the largest amount of coal
that comes into the United States comes from Canada, and the
éargcin;: ::.imount of coal that goes out of the United States goes

0 ada.

Therefore, it becomes important, first, to understand what
the law of both countries is regarding coal, and, second, to
understand what the conditions are in each country.

The American tariff on bituminous coal is 67 cents per ton.
Neither Canada nor any other nation can ship a ton of coal
into the United States without paying a tariff of 67 cents.

The Canadian government maintains a tariff on all coal
imported into Canada, but it has two different rates. The
Canadian government levies a tariff of 53 cents a ton on all coal
coming into Canada, except in the case of coal coming into
Canada from some other British possession, and then the tariff
is 35 cents a ton.

So much for the laws of the two countries as they now exist.

Now, the American Congress can not change the Canadian
law. That is beyond our reach.

But the Payne tariff bill, which we are now considering,
proposes one very important change in the coal tariff. Section
524 of this bill relates to bituminous coal, and it leaves the
tariff at 67 cents per ton, with the following proviso:

Provided, That any of the foregolng (coal, etec.), when imported from
any country, def)endmcy. gwﬂnce, or colony which ‘mgosea no taz or
?‘uw o? cli[kt?y art tgles imported from the United States, shall be imported

ree of duty, ete.

There are two very important things to bear in mind regard-
ing this provision: First, whether coal comes into the United
States free or with a tariff of 67 cents a ton depends on circum-
stances. Second, the * circumstances ” which settle this matter
are (under this bill) left in Canadian hands and not in Ameri-
can hands. The Canadians, by repealing or refusing to repeal
their 53 cents a ton coal tariff, can make this bill work either
way they want it to.

I do not complain of a provision of that character where the
advantages derived will correspond in degree with the ad-
vantages conferred, but it is a dangerous provision to insert in
a bill when the other fellow has the chief advantage.

Coal (bituminous) and coke tm, ed into United States from Canada
and exported from United States into Canada.
AMOUNT.
1904 1905. 1906. 1907, 1908.
Tons. Tons. Tons. Tons. Tons.
Imported....ueeeen-- 1,817,847 | 1,229,848 | 1,479,143 | 1,297,376 | 1,255,036
Exported.......oaan- 4,432 579 | 4,676,674 | 4,909,940 | 6,152,833 6,851,170

Tons.

Total erporis bituminous coal to Canada In five years____ 27, 023, 196
Total émports bituminous coal from Canada, five years____ 6, 678, 250

Excess of erports in five years 20, 444, 046
VALUE.
1904. 1905. 1906. 1907, 1908,
Imported....cceeeunn §3, 342,972 | $3,006, 764 | §3, 562, 685 | §3,080,254 | £3,145,507
Exported.....cce.-. 11,524,614 | 11,667,531 | 11,982,510 | 14,981,221 | 16,730,450

Val exports bituminous coal to Canada, five years____ §066, 886, 226
angg, imports bituminous coal from Canada, five years. 16, 137, 182

Excess value of exports over lmports, five years___ B0, 749, 044

The only other portion of the world from which the United
States imports any amount of coal worth mentioning is from
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British Oceania, which consists of Australia, Tasmania, and Table of distances.
New Zealand.
The figures during these last five years show that we import From— To— Miles.
from British Oceania about one-fifth to one-tenth as much coal
as we do from Canada. We practically export no coal from the | wen British =
United States to British Oceania. g g e e e 25
The chief reason why we import any coal from Australia and | Frank, Alberta....... 306
these other islands comprising the group of British Oceania is, }fﬂgﬁ%_'#ﬁ,ﬁ? &
that vessels which are bound from Australia to the United | Roslyn, Wash ... a0
States for cargoes of any description can carry coal as ballast %mgr‘;r‘m%;” western Washington 396
for the ship, instead of any other substance of worthless dead | gommon ;:o{ntq AW RBMAEOD e f o i‘.?é
welght. Wellington, British Columbia 450
Now, where are the main coal deposits situated, both in Can- | §oherern ¥vo- ... 382
ada and in the United States? Lethbridge, AIDErta----o.oooooooooooeomoooee oo ' 301
Frank, Alberta. . ... ... ... 391
Pletou, Nova BeotlB. oo eececai i 810
Lo oLtk 2 T L o el i ) (S s ) el 074
Pittsburg, Pa___ T2
PG, OO, e e e e 195
(Cleveland water route on Great Lakes to
all Canadian points; 65 cents freight rate
to Port William.)
ot WA e e raaaa Winnipeg---.-.-.. 417
Frank F 7 Y 81

grs  Liosh |
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:-imseo,nm
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I desire to call the attention of the committee to this map of
the United States and Canada. I regret that it is not a better
map, but I prepared it with some haste.

The black spots on this map indicate the chief coal deposits,
both in the United States and in Canada. The chief coal de-
posits in Canada are in Nova Scotia—away over here on the
northeast coast. About three-fifths of all the coal produced in
Canada is produced in the Nova Scotia mines. The only other
deposits of coal in Canada of any magnitude or importance
(which are now developed) are clear across the continent in
British Columbia, quite near to the Pacific Ocean, and also—-
as you will notice—quite near to the northern border line of the
United States. These mines produce nearly all the remuining
two-fifths of Canada’s coal.

When you look at that map you will notice that the great
central portion of Canada between Winnipeg and Montreal is
far removed from the Canadian coal deposits on both the At-
lantic and the Pacific coasts. Coal is a very heavy commodity
and transportation charges are necessarily high, and, therefore,
freight rates always control in the coal trade.

Look again at this map, and look now on the American side
of the line. Notice the black spots in Michigan, in Ohio, in
Pennsylvania, and in West Virginia, which indicate the prin-
cipal coal deposits in the eastern portion of the United States.

You can see at a glance that those black spots on the American
side are a great deal nearer to the great central portion of Canada
than are the black spots in Nova Scotia. Yon will at once say
to yourself, “ Why, American coal is a great deal nearer to
central Canada than Nova Scotia coal.” You are right. The
deposits of American coal are a great deal nearer to the coal-
consuming population of Canada than her own Canadian coal is.

Briefly, those are the facts. Now, what are the results? The
result is that to-day, in spite of the Canadian tariff of 53 cents
per ton, American coal dominates the coal market of all central
Canada. Our coal-mine owners in West Virginia, in Ohio, in
Pennsylvania, and Michigan practically control the coal market
now in central Canada. They do that because God Almighty
placed American coal nearer to central Canada than Nova Scotia
coal, Therefore we don't need to do anything to help the Amer-
ican coal miner on the Atlantic coast and in the Middle States
get into the Canadian market. He is already there with * both
feet.” And the only place where the Nova Scotia coal competes
with our coal is along the New England coast and down as far

s Boston.

If this bill is passed with the coal provision in it as it is
now written, it will accomplish one thing: It will enable the
American coal-mine owner on the Atlantic coast and in the
Middle States not only to continue to dominate the Canadian
coal market, but it will give him 53 cents a ton more for his
coal in Canada (providing Canada accepts the proviso and re-
moves her 53-cent tariff in order to have our 67-cent tariff re-
moved).

Some one will say, “ Well, I don't see that American interests
are injured by this proposal.” If the United States extended
no farther west than the Mississippi River, I am free to con-
fess that, as far as I can see, this bill would be in the interest
of the American coal miner and coal-mine owner.

But I think I ecan prove to you that the effect of this pro-
vision will be to sacrifice absolutely the American coal interests
on the Pacific coast in order to give an additional advantage
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to the Ameriean coal interests om the Atlantie coast—which |

they don't need or require. I think I can prove that statement.

Look at the map again. Away out here toward the Pacific
coast the eoal mines on the American side and the Canadian
side are both near the international boundary. As yon look at
the map you will say to yourself, “ Well, the conditions on the
Pacific coast seem nearly balanced.” It does not appear that
way to the eye on the map. 5

It will at onee become apparent to you that any slight advan-
tage possessed either by the Canadian or the American will give
the lucky possessor of that advantage complete control of the
coal market of the Pacific coast, on both sides of the interna-
tional line.

The facts are that the Canadian mine owners on the Pacific
side possess not only one advantage over their American
cousins, but they possess all the advantages. What advantages
do they possess? I will enumerate some of them:

First. Their coal lands are cheaper.

Second. Their taxes are not so high.

Third. The quality of their coal is better.

Fourth. The formation of their mines require Iess work to |

mine a ton of coal.

The wages for labor are less in British Columbia than |

Fifth.
in the United States.

Sixth. The American coastwise shipping laws afford an addi-
tional advantage to the Canadian in water shipping rates.

Seventh. In some instances the Canadian has a cheaper rail
rate to American points than the American has

Their deposits of coal in Canada on the Pacific slope are near
our border line. They have a better quality of coal than we
have. They have a better formation; it takes less work under
ground to get out a ton of coal, and it takes less work on top of
the ground to separate the shale from the coal, because they
have more clear coal and less refuse. They also enjoy another
advantage over us because the American coastwise shipping
laws apply to us and do not apply to the Canadian. Every ton
of coal shipped from the State of Washington to the State of
California must go in an American vessel, but every ton of
coal from Canada can go to California in any kind of a vessel
It is a notorious fact that all rates on American vessels are
necessarily higher.

Why? First, the cost of building the boat fs higher, and,
second, the cost of the labor employed in sailing the ship is higher.

All of these advantages taken together have given the Cana-
dian such a tremendous advantage that the American coal-
mine owners in my country are to-day struggling for their very
existence, even with the aid of the 67 cents per ton tariff on
every ton of Canadian coal that comes over the border.

If you take off that 67 cents per ton tariff, or place the
Canadian in a position where by his action he can force it off,
and that action spells “ RUIN ” in big letters for the American
coal-mining business in Washington, Oregon, Montana, and
Wyoming.

A large number of Asiatics at cheap wages are employed in
the Canadian coal mines. No Asiatic labor is employed in the
coal mines of the State of Washington.

I quote the following significant sentences from Mr. F. A.
Hill, an American, a coal-mine operator, who for the past twenty
years has been familiar with all coal-mining conditions in the
United States and in Canada—especially on the Pacific coast.
Mr. Hill says:
l‘.‘ngie:rl:d' Stabgm todtl)l to::ch;aoln c?:l ?halgttormweabgmbg;%:mmesm
the New England States receive six times as much farelﬁncou with

benefit, it would only efit them

no dutg and they receive the
2,193,531 annually, while the loss in alone to the State of
Wa be with a loss to the opera-

ton would $2,500,000 annmalg.
tors in invested capital of fully $6,000,000.
No reciprocal advantage can be gained with Canada. The mineral

industry shows _from three to five times as much esport of American
conl into ada as the imports are from Canada. What advantage
gx?:t _’Pittsburg or the Middle West expect to gain by reciprocal arrange-

The Canadian coal fields lie in the extreme east of Canada, prinei-
pally in Nova Seotla; and in the extreme west on the western side of
Alberta and in British Columbia. Pittsburg and the Middle West
ey Rl o A e pe i o o, Montreal
$roms shipping mto that section of Canada, ete. i

Sir, knowing the conditions as I do, when I read this bill
suspicion deepens into certainty that the provisions of this bill
will trade off the interest of the western coal miner and coal-
mine operator in order to give the eastern American mine opera-
tors a further advantage, which they do not need.

In what I have said thus far in these remarks upon coal
I have spoken exclusively of the coal-mine operator and the
coal miner. Some one might say that I had never thought of
the consumers of eoal in the United States. Indeed I have.

Forty years of life as an American citizen and ten years'
experience as an American legislator have taught me one lesson
that I can net forget and that I do not want to forget. And that
is that the interests of the consumer and the producer in Amer-
iea are mutual and not hestile.

There are 6,000 coal miners in my State of Washington. They
make their daily bread by digging coal. Ah, yes, more than that,
they have their families to support. On an average there are
about four in the family., That makes 24,000 mouths to be fed
in the State of Washington alone from this coal-mining industry.

If you make 24,000 paupers in one State, don’t you think that
that condition will be reflected in every other branch of human
industry in my State? Indeed it will

‘When you appeal to the merchant and the business man and
tell him you are going to give him cheaper coal, don't forget at
the same time to tell him that in the decrease of his business he
will lose ten times as much every year as he makes on the de-
crease in the priece of his coal
" That is universally the pathetic effect that all this miserable
free-trade theory produces whenever it is put to the test.

A burnt child dreads the fire and a wise man learns by ex-
perience. My memory is still intact.

On August 27, 1804, the Democratic Wilson free-trade bill
went into effeect. It remained on the statute book till it was
repealed by the Dingley tariff law of July 24, 1897.

The Wilson bill reduced the American tariff on bitumineus
coal to 40 cents per ton. I lived in the State of Washington in
those days and I know what the effect of that Wilson bill was
upon our coal-mining industry.

Many of our coal mines closed. The wages of all our coal
miners dropped. Why? DBeeause inside of ten days after that
bill went into effect British Columbia coal was selling on the
streets of Seattle and Tacoma for less than coal mined in
Washington State.

TWell, you may say, that was a good thing. But it did not
work out that way. First, the Canadians pressed dewn the coal
market to the point where the Washington State mines were
obliged to close, and as soon as they eclosed the Canadian
raised the price of coal to the American consumer. That game
of hide and seek soon wore out the American coal-mine operator,
‘because of the total advantage in the hands of the Canadian.

In order to mine eoal a mine operator must have
a known market to supply and a reasonably steady demand for
his produet. He can't operate a coal mine successfully oen the
plan of “now you see it, and now you don’t see it.”

He ean’t open his mine and run two days and then shut down
for a week, and then open up and run two days more, and then
close for two weeks.

Under the Wilson bill our mine operators struggled along as
best they could until they lost heart playing a game where the
other fellow held all the trumps. Then they guit. And imme-
diately the Canadian raised the price of coal to the consumer.
The result was our miners starved, our good money went to Can-
ada, and the dear consumer still paid the same price for his coal.

PAYNE ON FREE COAL—EMERGENCY,

One of the triumphs of this session of Congress, I think, came
to the gentleman from New York [Mr., Payxe] when he stood
upon the floor here for two days and answered all comers from
both sides of this Chamber who made attacks upon his bill

I think he made a wonderful defense of this bill, and I believe
that his standing in this House rose immeasurably as the result
of that speech. I know he rose in my estimation very greatly.
[Applause on the Republican side.]

Therefore, do not deem it discourteous in me if I say that in
reference to one or two of the schedules in this bill that the
gentleman's logic was a little faulty.

When somebody attacked a schedule relating to a produet in
the State of New York as being too high, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. PAYNE] said, with great warmth and vehemence:
“YWe had to raise that to protect the industry; we had to raise
it in order to protect American wages; we had to raise it in
order that these products might be produced in the United
States.” That sounded good to me, and I agreed absolutely with
the gentleman.

A little later on I raised the question of the necessity of pro-
tecting the coal miners of the West and the sawmill men of the
Northwest, and hé then said: “ We can’'t do that, because we
must consider the 90,000,000 consumers." :

Mr. Chairman, those two answers taken separately are abso-
lutely unassailable—but taken together they are absolutely
irreconcilable! [Laughter.] I can take two bottles and fill
them with different logic of that kind, and by refreshing myself
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first from one bottle and then from the other, I can defend any
tariff bill that was ever framed by anybody.

Free coal is not a Republican doctrine to-day, and it never
has been.

I have detailed how when the Democratic party reduced the
tariff on coal to 40 cents a ton that it ruined our coal-mining
industry in the State of Washington.

Now, here comes the Payne bill (which is supposed to be a
Republican measure) and it don’t give our coal-mining industry
as much consideration as the Democratic bill did.

And yet my Republican brethren seem to be surprised that
I am not throwing up my hat for that portion of this bill.

When the gentleman from New York [Mr. PaAyxe] who has
charge of this bill was on the floor the other day when I ob-
jected to the free-coal provision in this bill he said that coal
was placed on the free list for a year in 1903, and intimated
that I had never found it out.

Indeed I remember it distinetly. I not only remember that
in January, 1903, Congress passed a law placing coal on the free
list for a year, but my memory of that transaction is so clear
that I remember what the gentleman from New York [Mr.
PayxE] said about that emergency bill at the time we passed it.

Let me read you what he said——

Mr. FERRIS. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. CUSHMAN. I was just going to read a brief extract, and
after doing that I will gladly yield to the gentleman.

I read from the CoNGREsSIONAL REecorp, Fifty-seventh Con-
gress, second session, page T88, under the date of January 14,
1903.

The bill under discussion was as follows:

An act to provide rebate of dutles on coal, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Oox%rcn assembled, That the Secretary
of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized and required to make
full rebate of duties lmposed by law on all coal of every form and
description imported into the United States from foreign countries for
the perlod of one year from and after the passage of this Act.

Sec. 2. That the ?[rovl.ﬂlons of paragra four hundred and fifteen
of the tariff act of July twenty-fourth, eighteen hundred and ninety-
geven, shall not hereafter be construed to authorize the imposition of
any duty upon anthracite coal.

The bill was finally passed, it was approved by the Presi-
dent January 15, 1903, and became a law. And it remained
on the statute book in force for a year.

Mr. PAYNE rose on the floor of the House as a Republican to
support that bill. He =aid:

As has been sald, in the case of the Chlcaﬁo fire, a rebate of all
duties was granted upon everything used in building there except lum-
ber; and in the case of the Eastport (Me.) fire a rebate of duties was
granted upon lumber alone. Those cases were emergencies.

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Richardson] says that we (the
Republicans) are adopting Democratic doctrine. Why, no; to meet an
emergency is not Democratic doctrine.

You will note that the gentleman from New York was defend-
ing that bill because it was strictly an emergency measure.
Continuing he said:

I simply want to know whether this bill is sufficient to meet the
emergency in this case.

- L L - - . L ]

But we bring it forward slmply as an emergency measure.

And Mr. PAYRE then said—and please mark this well :

We do not bring it forward as expressinﬁvour ideas upon the ques-
tion whether there shall be a duty on coal. e do not bring it forward
with that idea, Mr. Speaker, because of the conditions upon the Pacific
coast, because of the conditions in the State of Wyoming, because of
the conditions where our white labor in the mines is brought into direct
competition with the Chinese labor in the British North American and
western possessions.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Washing-
ton has expired.

Mr. GARDNER of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from Washington be allowed
time in which to conclude his remarks.

Mr. CUSHMAN, Mr. Chairman, I would not ask for that. I
do not think it would be courteous in me to ask for unlimited
time, when there are many other gentlemen who desire to
speak, and who can only secure limited time. I do not wish
to be unfair to any other Member. 8

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. GaArp-
wEr] asks unanimous consent that the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. CusaMAN] have time in which to conclude his re-
marks. Is there objection? No objection is heard, and the
gentleman from Washington is granted time in which to con-
clude his remarks. [Applause.]

Mr. CUSHMAN. I thank the gentleman from Michigan for
his kindness and the House for its courtesy. I will endeavor
not to impose upon your good nature by prolonging my speech
to an unreasonable length.

Those remarks which I have just read were the remarks which
my friend from New York [Mr. PAYNe] made on the floor of

this House when we had before us for consideration the bill
which was to place coal on the free list for a year. He said’
he brought it forward at that time merely as an emergency
measure, Well, there is no similar emergency in this country,
to-day. I have a high regard for that gentleman. But it does
not lie in his mouth to question my Republicanism, because
when I raise my voice to-day for a tariff on coal I am preaching
the doctrine which he himself taught me. [Applause on the Re-
publican side.]

I am bound to say that it fills me with some alarm when the
gentleman from New York even looks toward the Democratic
side of this Chamber. He first repudiates a Democratic doctrine
entirely. Then he accepts it temporarily on the ground of
emergency. And then he swallows it whole, Which reminds
me of the lines of the poet:

Vice is a monster of so frightful mien,
As to be hated, needs but to be seen;
But seen too oft’, familiar with her face,
We first endure, then pity, then embrace.

THE TARIFF ON LUMBER.

Now, I want to speak for a few moments on the subject of
lumber and in relation to the tariff. The present tariff on com-
mon lumber is $2 per thousand feet. If this Payne bill in its
present form shall become a law it will reduce the tariff on
common lumber from $2 to §1 per thousand feet.

The other day when I objected to this reduction the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Pay~Ne] said with evident feeling
that I would better accept that reduction or lumber might go on
the free list entirely.

That reminds me of an incident that happened in the good
old State of Iowa a good many years ago:

On a very hot summer day there was a small boy hoeing
potatoes in a farm lot near the roadside. A very fine, magnifi-
cent looking gentleman rode by in a covered buggy with soft
cushions. He looked over the fence at the boy who was per-
spiring freely, and said: “ Bub, what do you get for hoeing
these potatoes?”

And the boy said, “I get nothin’ if I do—and hell if I don’t!”
[Laughter.] :

Well, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that that incident pre-
sents a very graphie picture of the mental attitude of my friend
from New York in reference to the lumber schedule.

He proposes to give me nothing if I submit—and something
worse if I don't. : 2

I asserted on this floor that the witnesses who came before
the Ways and Means Committee and asked for free lumber did
so because they expected to get timber in Canada and ship it
into the American market for their profit. Therefore, I asserted
that they were selfish, and had an interest in the matter.

That argument of mine was answered very flippantly by the
counter statement that the Ameriecan lumbermen who were
resisting the removal of the reduction of the tariff on lumber
were likewise interested. The man who attempts to make that
comparison of * interest’ between these two classes of individ-
uals either isn’t wise or he isn’t candid.

My friends, if I wake up in the middle of the night and find
a burglar trying to break into my house, I know that he is
interested. [Laughter.] I don’t deny that. He is intent on
stealing my property, perhaps infinitely worse, destroying my
household. Of course he is interested. He has the interest of
a rapist or a robber.

But when I meet that invader at the threshold willing to lay
down my life in the defense of my home, I admit that I am
interested. Of course I am interested. But do you pretend to
compare the interest which a man has in defending his own
rights and his own home to the interests of a bandit or a
brigand who is intent on despoiling another man's home?
[Applause.]

CONGRESSMAN KINEAID ON FREE LUMBER.

Mr. Chairman, the Sixth Congressional District of Nebraska
is represented ably on this floor by a gentleman from that
distriet [Mr. KiNxam].

I have known him for many years. Something like twenty
years ago he and I were in a sense pioneers in that region,
Therefore, I have the kindest personal feelings for him.

Some of his political ideas, however, do not impress me in a
similar way. He comes from a great prairie State where farm-
ing is supreme, but where they have no forests of any great
consequence,

My friend is, or at least claims to be, a Republican, who be-
lieves in protecting American labor and American industry.

On the 22d day of February, 1909, that distinguished gentle-
man put into the CoNerESsIONAL ItECcoRD a very adroit and able
speech, in which he freely admitted and feelingly portrayed the
splendid benefits which had come to this Nation from the pro-
tective tariff policy.: He vowed that he was in favor of continu-
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ing that protection on the products of the State of Nebraska—
but he was in favor of placing lumber on the free list,

The inconsistency and transparent selfishness of a declaration
of that kind ought to defeat itself.

The gentleman attempted to justify his inconsistent position
by saying that protection was well enough when afforded to an
“infant industry,” but that the lumber business had grown be-
yond the stage of infancy. I wonder if the gentleman is willing
to apply his own logic to his own industries. I find on the pro-
tective tariff list to-day the following articles and items, all of
which are produced in Nebraska, and which are on the high end
of the tariff list—and none of these relate to an industry that
is in its infancy:

[At this point Mr. Cusaman displayed on the floor of the
House the following chart.]

CHART No. L.—“Infant industries ¥ of Nebraska.

Rate of
tariff,

Payne bill
P o A X R M R PR SRR S e §30. 00
e R A S e e e L iy S R e do0.... $1.50
E T R e e e Lo i iy el A do.... $1.50
Corn.. er bushel.. $0.15
Pouliry per ponnd. .| §0.03t0%0.05
S e e i oo e s do.... $0.05
[ e e e (e s e e R e L A e per cent ad valorem.. 271
R o Tl S S o P it wrrn F e Ty Y ek $y RE T F R e BE per bushel.. $0.25
R e e e e S R B X 4 e 1 1 e 1 T P P per ton.. $4.00

This chart shows a few of the protected “ infant industries "
of Nebraska. [Laughter.]

Mules. Great Lord, nobody will contend that the raising of
mules is an infant industry. [Great laughter.]

People have been engaged in raising mules since the days
when Balaam wandered with the Children of Israel and sad-
dled his ass on the plains of Moab on this side of the Jordon.
[Laughter.]

Hogs, protected by a tariff of $1.50 per head. No well-
informed man will claim that the raising of hogs is an “ infant
industry.” People have been engaged in that industry ever
since the Biblical swine ran down the steep place into the sea.

Sheep, protected by a tariff of §1.50 per head. The raising of
sheep is not an “infant indusiry.” Men have been engaged in
raising sheep since and before the days when Lot tended the
flocks of Abraham on the plains of Canaan.

Corn, protected by a tariff of 15 cents per bushel. The raising
of corn is not an “ infant industry.” People have been raising
corn ever since Joseph went down into Egypt and cornered the
corn crop in the days when there was no Sherman antitrust

law to stay his hand or interfere with his enterprise. [Laughter
and applause.]
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That was wheat, [Laughter.]

Mr. CUSHMAN. They called it corn.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. They call it corn, but they do not
know what they are talking about.

Mr. CUSHMAN, Well the Bible calls it corn. But if it was
wheat instead of corn it is all the better for my argument on
this bill, because wheat is protected by a higher tariff than corn,

Poultry. I also see there is a tariff on chickens, 3 to 5 cents
per pound. Now, the raising of chickens is not an infant in-
dustry. People have been raising chickens on this planet since
the cock crew after Peter had thrice denied his Master.
[Laughter.]

Now, if the eminent gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. KiNgam]
wants to apply the logic of infant industries to all the schedules
of this bill, then he and his industries are off the map before
we start, because his industries were old—indeed they were
venerable—before the world ever heard the music of a band
saw or listened to the hum of a shingle weaver.

Yes; I lived in Nebraska years ago. And there comes to me
to-day, rising like a beautiful phantom from those broad and
sunlit prairies, the most touching and beautiful memory of my life.

In all the years that have intervened, when I have heard that
prosperity had reached the old home in Nebraska, it filled my
heart with joy and satisfaction. I was glad to learn that the
gentleman and his people were all prosperous.

I make no onslaught on his State or her industries, and it ill
becomes him to make this onslaught upon lumber, the chief
industry of my State.

At one place in his speech the gentleman from Nebraska
turned loose this wonderful piece of original wisdom. He said:

“ The manufacture of lumber, Mr, Chairman, has become overdeveloped
because, as I contend, that when the consumption of any product is
much greater than its production it is essentially overdeveloped as far
as & resource to be continually drawn upon is concerned.”

XLIV—32

To my mind that is the most remarkable specimen of dis-
torted logic that I ever read. The ordinary man would say
“that when the consumption of a product was much greater
than its production” that that particular industry was under-
developed and not overdeveloped.

But, Mr. Chairman, a great many years ago I learned that
when a person makes up his mind to do a thing that he wants
to do, that he is not overparticular regarding the logic that he
uses to justify his action.

I recall the old fable of the wolf who stood by the stream
when the lamb came down to drink. The wolf said to the lamb:
“ You have muddied the water that I am drinking, and I am
going to eat you up.” The lamb replied: “ That can not be, be-
cause I am standing in the stream below you and not above
you.” Whereupon the wolf replied: “ Well, I am going to eat
you up, anyway.”

That fable did not state what kind of a wolf that was.
But since I have discerned the great similarity of logic between
the arguments of the gentleman from Nebraska and the logic of
that animal, T am willing to bet that the animal mentioned in
that story was a genuine Nebraska wolf.

The gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Kinkam] in his speech
made complaint because the price of Jumber has advanced in
the past few years.

If the price of lumber has advanced any faster than the price
of farm products, then the fact has escaped my attention.

The people in his State are complaining because lumber pro-
duced in my State is high in price.

And the people of my State are complaining because the food
products which we buy from his State are so high in price.

In my town, Tacoma, Wash., I pay 50 cents for a dozen eggs.

I pay 45 cents a pound for butter. :

I pay 65 cents for a spring chicken, and other prices in
proportion.

My friend from Nebraska does not complain because the price
of farm products have soared into the sky. On the contrary, he
poili:tts to that as an evidence of our wonderful advance in pros-
perity.

But when the price of lumber goes up he thinks it is time
that the Government should rise up and smite my industry.

In the very next paragraph of his speech the gentleman from
Nebraska said that lumber had not risen in any case 100
per cent, then admitted that stumpage or standing timber
had rigen in many instances 1,000 and 2,000 per cent.

This standing timber is what the sawmill man has to buy to
make the lumber out of.

And yet Mr. Kingamn complains that lumber had advanced
from.64 to 77 per cent which was made from standing timber
that cost the mill man an advance of 1,000 and 2,000 per cent.

These statements which the gentleman placed in the Cox-
GRESSIONAL Recorp in his speech absolutely refute the very
conclusions which he attempts to draw therefrom.

He tries to make out that the price at which the millmen
sell lumber is the thing that controls the price of standing
timber, whereas it is the price at which the standing timber
is held which fixes the price of lumber.

Will the gentleman contend that it is the price of flour that
controls the price of wheat? He knows that it is the price at
which wheat is held that controls the price of flour.

I would not for the world say anything bitter about my good
friend from Nebraska. But if ever there was a man who has
a bad attack of twisted figures and inverted logic that man is
the gentleman from the Sixth Congressional District of Ne-
braska.

The gentleman also complains bitterly of the rise in the price
of lumber in the last seven years, but I looked in vain in his
speech for any complaints about the rise in the price of farm
lands in Nebraska during the same period.

He puts into his speech a table showing the rise in the price
of several kinds of lumber.

His table covers a period from 1899 to 1906, which is a period
of seven years. Let us examine this table of his, which is as
follows :

Advanced—

dgzesal
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You will note that none of these lumber prices of which he
complains have advanced 4s much as 100 per cent in these
geven years.

How much, sir, has farm land advanced in price in the State
of Nebraska? Mr. Kingam and I both lived in that region many
years ago. I lived in Rock County, and that was part of the
judicial district over which he then presided as judge.

When I left Nebraska I went to the Pacific coast. I guess it
was six or seven years before I wandered back that way for a
vigift. And when I got back to Rock County, Nebr., on that visit
all my old friends told me how much the value of lands had
risen since I had gone away; land values in that region have
advanced 100, 150, and in some cases 200 per cent.

T have never complained because the price of farm lands and
farm products in the State of Nebraska have soared into the sky.

I do not begrudge the people of Nebraska one whit of the
prosperity they have enjoyed. I hope it may eontinue and
increase.

Why, then, does my Nebraska friend attack the chief industry
of my State, the produet of which has not advanced in price as
rapidly as much of the farm lands in his own State?

Now, if the values of farm products and farm lands have
increased about as much as lumber has increased in the same
time, then it is manifest that the farmer has no just complaint.

I desire at this time to exhibit another chart, which is as
follows:

Yalues of farm produce and sfock at the farm.

[Yearbook, Agricultural Department, 1907.]

Increase

1900, 1902, 1904. 1906. 1907. since
1800.

Per cent.

§0.619 | $0.63 §0.924 | $0.667 $0. 874 4.1

. 357 .408 40 .399 616 44.5

. 258 . 807 .813 .317 H3 7.6

8.80 9.08 8.72 10.37 11.68 3L3

44.61 58.61 67.93 80.72 98.51 109.4

5355 67.61 78.88 98.31 11216 109.2

5. 0 7.08 6.16 6.18 7.62 52.4
2.93 2.66 2,50 8.54 8.84 31

18 ATE . 4568 511 By jv 43.1

0724 0828 .0873 L1008 104 43.6

Farm values: Real estate and buildings.

Year 1900, Year 1905, m}’ereen;

Groups of States, ‘ear ear crease in
five years.

§321, 6569, 562 Ptrcr?ti‘

242, 884, 169 5.9

1,140, 405, 566 35.8

414, 721, 646 40.7

158, 198, 663 89.2

You will see by examining that chart that in these seven

years during which gentlemen complain that lumber has ad-
vanced that there has also been a wonderful inerease in the
price of the farmer’s products. These have not been “seven
Jean years” for the American farmer.

There was (as shown by my former chart) no increase in the
price of any kind of Iumber in these seven years that reached
as much as 100 per cent. Wheat increased 41 per cent; corn
increased in price 44 per cent; oats increased in price 71.6 per
cent; hay increased 31 per cent; and mules—I ask particular
attention of the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Crarx], for I
am talking about his product now—mnules have increased about
109 per cent in price.

Now, then, I ask any man to look these two charts in the face
and then say whether the price of lumber has risen unfairly
and out of proportion to other products in the United States—
including the products of the farm. And I also call attention
before I leave this chart to the fact that not only the price of
farm products has risen, but the price of farm land has risen as
well. This chart shows the advance in the price of farm prod-
ucts during seven years, but it only shows the advance in the
price of farm land in five years. That is because the Agricul-
tural Department only take the farm values once in five years—
and the next date will therefore be in the year 1910.

Afr. BEUCKER of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield for a
gquestion?

Mr. CUSHMAN. Yes.

Mr. RUCKER of Missourf. I understand the gentleman to
gay that there has been a great increase in the value of farm
products. Let me ask the gentleman if it is not true, and if

statistics do not show the faet, that, for the ten-year period
beginning 1895 and ending in 1904, as compared with the
ten-year period just before that, the total loss to the farmers
of this country in the six great cereal crops was great enough
to pay half the national debt?

Mr. CUSHMAN. No, sir; I do not have any such under-
standing.

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. I say the statistics of the Census
Department will show it, and the gentleman can find them.

Mr. CUSHMAN. It is a matter of notorious and ecommon
Enowledge among all men that, in recent years, the price of all
farm products has advanced wonderfully. I said a while ago
it is possible to juggle with figures and prove almost anything.
During the very period the gentleman has mentioned we have
had all the outward evidences of prosperity, and during that
time the price of farm produets has been so high——

Mr. RUCKER of Missourl. I repeat the statement, that dur-
ing the ten-year period referred to the loss to the farmers by
depreciation in the value of the six great cereal erops alone, as
compared with the average price for the ten years next preced-
ing, was half enough to pay the national debt.

Mr. TOWNSEND. What was the period?

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. 1805 to 1904, compared with the
ten-year period .

Mr. CUSHMAN. I will frankly say that I never heard that
statement before, and without intending any reflection upon the
gentleman I do not believe it to be the fact. It is the common
knowledge of all men that shortly affer 1894—about 1897—all
prices in this Nation began to rise, and rose very rapidly all
the time up to 1904, and past that date.

Mr. HINSHAW. Will the gentleman permit an interruption?

Mr. CUSHMAN. Certainly.

Mr. HINSHAW. The gentleman says from 1894 fo 1904.
Now, in 1896 I sold, as well as the rest of the farmers in Ne-
braska, corn at 9 cents a bushel, but it has been four or five
times that high since.

Mr. CUSHMAN. Yes; and we sold shingles in the Siate of
Washington at from 80 to 90 cents a thousand, and they are
about twice that high now.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. A few years ago, under a Republi-
gznl administration, we burned corn in Nebraska and Kansas for

el.

Mr, HINSHAW. I have lived in Nebraska for the last
twenty-two years—from 1887 up to the present time—and we
have pever burned corn at all, notwithstanding that it went as
low as 9 cents a bushel. [Applause on Republican side.]

PRICE OF HOGS ADVANCES FASTEE THAN PRICE OF LUMBER.

Mr. CUSHMAN. I would like to show you at this point the
newspaper advertisement of an Iowa lumber yard that to my
mind is the most convineing argument that I have seen on this
question of the price of lumber.

Here is the newspaper advertisement :

PRICE OF THE FARMER'S HOGS ADVANCES FASTER THAN PRICE OF LUMBER.

[Columbus Safeguard, the leading newspa of Louisa County, W.
Whetstine, editor, Columbus Jt?nrctlon. Iowa.] N E.

YES, LUMBER IS HIGH, BUT LET THE POREER FIGURE A LITTLE FOR YOU.

When everythi was
cheap it took twgsblg fel-
Iaw:g llk: g:e. 8%'5 %ulr:g
ea a cen

1,000 feet of lumber.

Now it only takes two Ittle fellows like
225 pounds each, to buy the same 1,000 feet.

You can better afford to build a house or barn now than then, and
it will please
REANEY & ELiisoN
to load the Ilumber.

Mr, Chairman, Columbus Junction, Yowa, is a little city
located on the Iowa River in Louisa County. I have been
familiar with that town and ifs people for the past thirty-five
years—as the town is near my grandmother’s farm.

The Columbus Junction Safeguard is a weekly newspaper
that has been published in that tewn for thirty years or
more. The town Is located in the midst of a typical
Iowa farming commumnity. The farmers haul their produce

in_to town and sell it for top-notch prices, and then sit around
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and “cuss” and discuss because the price of lumber has gone
up some.

Reaney & Eliason run a lumber yard in that town and sell
lumber prinecipally to the farmers.

The picture which I have displayed was the paid advertise-
ment of these lumber-yard men in the newspaper. And I assert
that this hog picture answers most convincingly the farmer’'s
complaint that the price of lumber is advancing faster than the
price of farm commodities, because the farmer can get more
lnumber now for a given amount of pork than he could when
lumber was somewhat cheaper—and pork was a great deal
cheaper.

The farmer, of course, wants the price of hogs to stay up
where it is now, and at the same time he wants the price
of lumber to come down. What a dream! What a revetrie
that is.

THE DOG WHO LOST THE BRBONE.

Mr, Chairman, a great many years ago when I was a child in
school in my primer there was a picture of a dog crossing a
stream with a bone in his mouth.

There was a story about that picture to the effect that the
dog saw in the water the reflection of that bone and he grabbed
for the bone he saw in the stream and he lost the bone which
he had in his mouth.

Let me say this to the Representatives on this floor of the
great prairie States, some of whom are being urged by their
constituents to vote to take the tariff off lumber:

Your constituents are now possessing a great boon in the way
of the mighty trade which they enjoy with the lumber-producing
regions of the United States.

If they think they can reach out with one hand and take
the duty off lumber, thus destroying the prosperity of the
lumber industry, and at the same time not feel the disas-
trous effects of that action in the price of their own prod-
ucts, they will wake up to find what a mighty mistake they
have made.

I do not make the comparison in any offensive sense, but like
that historic dog they will wake up and find out that they
grabbed at a shadow which they saw, and that they lost the
substance which they had.

Great God, it seems to me that our Nation has existed long
enough and that we have all lived long enough to have learned
by experience that we all enjoy prosperity together, or we all
suffer depression together.

Whenever any man or any Representative stretches out his
hand to drag down his neighbor’s industry he may be sure that
sooner or later he will find his own industry engulfed in the
common ruin which he himself has created.

Let us not start in then to crucify one another. Let us pro-
tect with an adequate measure of protection every legitimate
industry of every section of our beloved country, and we will
all march along the blessed highway of prosperity keeping step
together.

Before leaving this chart I want to call attention to the fact
that during this same time the price of farms and farm build-
ings has increased enormously.

Now, do you contend seriously on this floor that the price of
other products ought to go up, the price of labor ought to go
up, the price of everything the sawmill man has to buy should
go up, and at the same time the price of the only product on
earth that he has to sell ought to be coming down? There
can not anybody on earth proclaim a policy of that kind and
defend it with his brains. You may appeal, gentlemen, to the
passions and prejudices of men, and that, to my mind, is one
of the most unfortunate phases of the discussion about lumber.
There never have been more honorable men engaged in any
branch of American business, nor in any branch of manufac-
ture, than the men who are engaged to-day in making lumber.
They come to us in the State of Washington from all over
the Union; they have in their veins your own blood; they came
from Michigan, from Minnesota, and some from Nebraska, and
some from the far away South, and when you rise on this floor
and attempt to inflame the minds of the people against the
men who are manufacturing lumber I say to you beware, you
are sowing the wind and you will reap some day the whirl-
wind.

Some day a spasm of popular reform will attack your par-
ticular industry, and then the seeds of discord and malice which
you have sown will spring up like the crop that grew from the
dragon’s teeth to annoy you. Men have endeavored to make
the American people believe that the American lumberman is
a kind of monster, like Attila, the Hun, who boasted that the
grass never grew where the foot of his war horse had trod.
It isn’t true. [Applause.] The American lumberman is not

an agent of devastation. If any gentleman on this floor
knows of any way to manufacture lumber without cutting
down trees, I wish he would put that information on rec-
ord. [Applause.] It is necessary to a certain extent to de-
stroy a forest in order to create lumber. Let me call attention
to another thing.

Whenever a forest reserve is created, that takes off the market
the timber that is in that forest reserve. I know that it does
not do that theoretically, but I know that it does so for all
practical purposes, because I live in a State more than one-
quarter of the total area of which is a forest reserve. Yet men
have stood upon this floor on one day and thrown up their
hats and applauded when a million acres were put into a forest
reserve, and they were in favor of that, and the next day when
the price of lumber went up they yelled against that. In
other words, they yell to-day in favor of a certain policy
and they will ery out to-morrow against the logical effects of
the policy they yell for to-day. Could anything be more incon-
sistent?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask
the gentleman one question, not for the sake of controversy, but
for the sake of information, because I really don't know much
about the thing.

Mr. CUSHMAN. Certainly.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Is not the whole theory of this con-
servation of forests built up on what is supposed to be the fact
that they are going to cut and market the timber in a scien-
tific manner, preserving the crop of young timber, whereas
they claim on the other hand that the way that timber
is cut and marketed now it is a great waste of the young
trees? I am not defending anybody. I am asking for informa-
tion solely. .

Mr. CUSHMAN. That is unquestionably true that that is
the theory, and I regret to say from my own observation it does
not work out in a very practical way in my country. I con-
cede that it was conceived with good ideas and intentions.
Practically -I fear it will not work out for this reason: When-
ever you go into the forests in my State and cut down large
quantities of trees, it will be found that they stand very close
together. The foliage is heavy, it makes a heavy mass of shade,
and that protects the hillside. Almost invariably, after logging
operations have been carried on, a fire will break out in that
distriet, and it will sweep through that region, destroying every-
thing that is left, dead tops, young trees, and old trees. Men have
claimed that the Forest Service prevented and stopped forest
fires. I am frank to say I believe they do the best they can, but
I have lived in that State for twenty years, and no man ever
lived that stopped a forest fire in my State. You may pre-
vent a man from building a camp fire and thereby prevent
a subsequent fire that sweeps through the forest, but when
that forest fire once starts, it rages until Almighty God
puts it out with the rains or the combustible material gives
out.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Is not part of their theory this:
That by their system, whatever it is, they use up carefully these
tops that produce the forest fires and thereby do the very thing
that you say can be done to prevent them?

Mr. CUSHMAN. They try to, and I pay to them the meed of
my praises by saying they are trying to accomplish what they
can, but you can not go into an immense forest of heavy trees
interspersed with small trees and fell those big trees without
crushing and destroying many of the smaller ones. Further
than that, experience shows that while many of these hillsides
have been devastated in that way the remaining timber does
not grow nearly as well as it did when it stood in the natural
shaded condition,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I understand perfectly well, and
know it to be true, what the gentleman says about one big tree
breaking off the tops of half a dozen little ones. Is it not also
true that these men that are running these forest reserves have
prevented fires to a large extent?

Mr. CUSHMAN, They have prevented some fires by posting
notices warning campers to be careful about building fires. They
have posted these notices all through the woods, and they have
had a good effect. To a certain extent, I think, they have
lessened the building of fires, but they never stopped one after
it got well under way.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. One other question. Is it not true
that this same system they are trying to introduce into the
United States has been practiced in Germany and France and
some of the old countries in Europe for more that a century, and
that they have more timber now there than they had when they
started, notwithstanding the fact that they have cut a supply
of timber all of the time.
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Mr. CUSHMAN, That is largely true. The difference, how-
ever, is this: There is no comparison between a country the
gize of this and a country the size of Germany or France, If
we had a forest service in this Nation that could take care of
all the forests, prevent all fires from starting, or stop them after
they were started, we would have a pay roll in this Nation
that would stagger human imagination.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Suppose we did have a big pay roll.
If the paying out of that money on the big pay roll not
only preserved the timber, but increased the timber supply,
would not we get back the money that we pay out on the pay
roll?

Mr. CUSHMAN. If that policy did increase the supply of
timber, it would be of some benefit. But I am very skeptical
about the forest policy of this Nation as it is now administered
m?rcasmg the timber supply or bringing down the Ilumber
price.

We are spending millions of dollars every year now on our
national Forest Service—but the price of lumber is going up
instead of down. Unless we go into the forest-raising business
on a tremendous scale the population of this Nation is bound to
inerease faster than the timber supply.

The timber in the western part of the United States, with
which I am familiar, grows somewhat slowly, of course. And
yet I recall one instance that proves to my mind that the tim-
ber supply of this Nation is not in as grave danger as some
men imagine it is.

When I was in the city of Aberdeen, in my home State of
Washington, one afterncon last summer a friend of mine, Ed
Benn, took me to witness a ball game. The ball ground was in
a little valley surrounded by a sort of natural amphitheater of
hills covered with green forest. As we sat on the “bleachers”
my friend called my attention to one point of timber. He said,
“Mr. CusHEMAN, the timber was cut off that point about forty-
five years ago; I call your attention to it now.” There stood a
number of magnificent trees, some of them I guess as large as a
foot and a half thick, that had grown up during the lifetime of
one man.,

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Will my colleague yleld,
although I dislike to interrupt him——

Mr. CUSHMAN. Certainly.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. In regard to the conserva-
tion of the forests, I wish to remind my colleague of this con-
dition, in regard to the question propounded by the gentleman
from Missouri, that the conditions are different in our State
from anywhere else perhaps in the world in that respect. After
you cut out a portion of the timber in Washington in many
districts, perhaps it is not true in all, the timber grows so thick
after a portion is gone the rest of it is very apt to be blown down
by the wind, and that is especially true in regard to the hemlock
which is mixed with cedar and fir. Everywhere you cut out the
cedar and fir the hemlock will not then stand of itself,
as it is a tall tree and slightly rooted and the wind blows
it down, and and the only conservation of the forest in
my country is you cut it off clean as you go. If you do not the
wind and fire destroy it. I know that it is not the condition
in other portions of the country, but that is frue in regard to
Washington.

Mr, REEDER. I would like to say to the gentleman, if he
will permit me, that I have been looking into the forest con-
gervation matter somewhat and I find that Switzerland, for
instance, is making a clear profit of $5 an acre on their forests
after seventy-five years of care of their forests. They are
spending about $4 an acre in caring for their forests. Of course
such care would make an immense pay roll in the United States,
but we could well afford such a pay roll in this country to take
care of our forests if we could make the same net profit as the
Swiss do, for with our great area of forests and consequent
greater expense we would yet have enough clear profit from our
forests alone to run this Government without even the sale of a

stamp.

Mr. CUSH?IAN. Well, the forests of this country, a certain
portion of them, would reproduce themselves, I think, within
fifty or sixty years.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. They do down South in twenty years.

Mr. REEDER. I understood the gentleman from Maine, now
dead, one of our colleagues, stated that they secured timber in
northern Maine, when it had been used over—of course they
used it when it was rather small—in twenty years. I do not
think there is any question but what we will in a short time
learn how to use our forests as has been suggested, so that we
will make an annual profit on the forests, and I am very much
in favor of using all the lands for the forests that are mot fit
for anything else.

Mr. CUSHMAN.
call attention——

I tiink the gentleman is correct. I want to

Mr, STANLEY. Will my friend yield to me for a question?
I very much dislike to interrupt him.

Mr. CUSHMAN. Certainly.

Mr, STANLEY, Can the gentleman from Washington give me
the figureg as to the comparative rate of destruction by fire
between government reservations and the rest of the forests of
the country—private lands?

Mr. CUSHMAN. No, I can not, and the figures even if ob-
tainable would not shed any light on the controversy for this
reason: When the Government created the reserves they went
into the States having the largest remaining forests and took
into their reserves those portions of the States where the heavi-
est timber remained. For instance, there is a map of my State
of Washington [displaying map of State of Washington]. The
green patches on the map show the forest reserve, There is
over one-fourth of the entire area of my State in the forest
reserve. These areas are largely areas that have never been
cut over, where the forests are green in their virgin form, and
there is less danger of a fire breaking out there than there is in
the areas that have already been cut over, leaving the dead tops
and other brush. It may be there have been less fires within
the Government forest reserves than outside of them. If so,
Almighty God is responsible for that condition, and not the
United States Forest Service.

Mr. SHERLEY. Now, if the gentleman will permit, the
figures produced by the Conservation Commission did show
that there had been a great saving in fire losses.

Mr. CUSHMAN. Let me say this to my friend from Ken-
tucky: I do not like to impugn anyone's veracity, and T be-
lieve that the agents of the comservation service were honest
in their ecompiliation of those figures. But I have had
some experience with forest rangers, and the chief func-
tion that some of those gentlemen have is to send con-
tinual reports to Washington City proving the absolute
necessity of their being continued on the pay roll. They put
out a good many fires in their imagination that they never put
out actually.

Mr, SHERLEY. Oh, well, we all can discount their
statements to a certain extent; but it is hardly an answer
to a statement of figures to say that a man does not tell
the truth, unless the gentleman himself can present opposite

figures.

Mr, CUSHMAN. I do not think the figures would show up as
the gentleman contends in my State. When a forest fire starts
it does not pay any atiention fo an imaginary line. When a
forest fire is raging and comes up to a place where the Forest
Service has drawn an imaginary line, the line does not deter it
for a minute. As the old colored fellow said about the train
when a man asked him if it stopped at his town, he said,
“Boss, she didn't even hesitate.” [Laughter.] That is the
way of a forest fire. When a forest fire starts in our State it
does not even * hesitate’” when it reaches the line of a forest
reserve.

Mr. FORDNEY. Will the gentleman from Washington permit
a question?

Mr. CUSHMAN. I will

Mr. FORDNEY. In one of the President's messages during
the last session of Congress it was stated that 50,000,000 acres
of forests in this countiry were burned over every year. When
Mr. Gifford Pinchot appeared before the Committee on Ways
gnd Means I asked him if that was not a misprint. He said
that it was not, but that it meant all of the country that had any
forests. Now, the faet is, gentlemen, that there is less than
8,000,000 acres of land in the United States stripped of its tim-
ber each year for the purpose of lumber. What the President’s
message meant is that in the Southern States longleaf pine
burned over every year without any injury to timber at all, and
the area burned in that manner was taken in in those figures.

Mr. CUSHMAN. I thank the gentleman for the sugges-
tion. Bearing in mind that I must not detain the House
too long——

Mr. STANLEY. I have in mind another gquestion that I
would like to ask the gentleman. I do not care to throw any
bouquets at a trust, but I have been advised that the Inter-
national Harvester Company has tried an experiment in for-
estry, and it might be valuable both to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. CusaMmAN] and to the Forest Conservation
Commission, if I am correctly advised. They have a forest
reservation of their own on the Mississippi River, extending up
and down that river for about 80 miles and containing an
enormous acreage. What it Is I am not advised definitely
enough to give it. It is enough, however, to supply the
immense demand of the International Harvester Company
with all the wood that it uses in its vast business, It is
in charge of the most expert foresters in the world. They
cut over that reservation every forty years—tihat is, they
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have calculated that at the end of forty years they will have
cut over if.

With each succeeding cutting they leave a more magnificent
forest than before, by a system of careful selection and preserva-
tion of the young timber. I am also advised that in the ten,
fifteen, or twenty years that they have had charge of this vast
area, containing both hard-wood and coniferous forests, they
have never failed either to prevent or to put out a forest fire of
any consequence. I would like for the gentleman to advise me
whether or not these statements are correct.

Mr. CUSHMAN. I am not familiar as the gentleman is with
the conditions to which he refers. I will say that the conditions
in the western part of this counfry, in my State of Washington
and the State of Oregon, are far different.

I am not impugning the people of our forest service when I
say that they can not put out a forest fire in my State. It can
not be done by anybody. Men have no idea of the tremendous
magnitude of those trees, and of the density of the undergrowth.
When a forest fire once starts, you might as well attempt
to take hold of the fail of a cyclone and control it as to con-
trol a forest fire in our State. It simply burns until it
burns out.

Mr. STANLEY. One other question, Mr. Chairman. Does the
gentleman refer now to hard wood or to coniferous wood?

Mr. CUSHMAN. I refer to the pines and the firs in our
State. We have practically no hard woods there.

Now, I want to conclude my remarks in a reasonable time,
and I refer to the chart that I have here.

A tariff picture of the sawmill man.

What he sells:
Lumber On free list.
What he buys: Payns bill taﬂ#.
Engines 5 per cent.
Boilers 45 per cent.
Machinery 45 per cent.
Stl‘:neks for logging cars___.45 per cent.
Band BAWS- e 5 per cent per Ecnnd and 20 per cent,
TOSSCH et 5 cents per foo
Mill saWs - 3 cents per foot.
Pit and drag sa .8 cents per foot,
Circular_____________20 per cent.
All other saws___—_-__25 per cent.
Belting:
Cotton and rubber._._30 per cent.
Leather for—————_—_.___0 per cent,
Axes 45 per cent.
Hatchets_____ . _____.40 per cent.
s Ut % cent und
ek shuiiethee. per pound.
Small chains_________ 13 cents per pound.
Iron plpe————————————__% cent per pound.
2 cents per pound.
Harness 35 per cent.
Emeriv‘ wheels___________ 25 per cent.
15 cents per pound.

I want to state in the first place that across the top of this
chart I have written “A tariff picture of the sawmill man,
what he sells and what he buys.” I am aware that lumber is
not placed on the free list in the Payne bill. But I am aware
that there are many men in this House that think that lum-
ber ought to be placed on the free list in the Payne bill,
Therefore, I have drawn this little chart to give you some
kind of an idea of what situation the lumberman would
be left in if lumber were placed on the free list. You can
not expect——

Mr, COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman allow me to
jnterrupt him?

Mr, CUSHMAN. Certainly.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Does that chart give the ad
valorem on machinery at 45 per cent?

Mr. CUSHMAN, Forty-five per cent.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I have paragraph 468 of the
Payne bill—

Plows, tooth and disk harrows, harvesters, rea
and planters, mowers, horse rakes, cnltlmtors,
cutton gins, 15 per cent ad valorem.

Is that only sawmill machinery?

Mr. OUSHMAN. I refer only to sawmill machinery. This
chart, when it says “lumber on the free list ”—I am aware that
lumber is not on the free list in the Payne bill in its present
form, and it is not expected to put it on the free list, but I
draw this chart in order that men on this floor may have some
kind of an idea of the situation the mill man would be in if
his product is placed on the free list. Lumber is the only thing
he produces. It is the only thing he has got to sell. And out
of the price of his product he must secure the money with which
he buys everything that goes into his industry. He must buy

agricultural drills
ing machines, and

his machinery and his food supplies and everything of that
kind. Look at this chart and you will see everything that a
sawmill man has to buy is on the high protective tariff list. No
man could look that chart in the face and vote for free lumber
withont his check mantling with the blush of shame. [Ap-
plause,]

I do not ask for anything unfair here; I only ask for the same
measure of protection of our industries that I am willing to
afford to the gentleman from EKentucky in his.

Mr. SHERLEY of Kentucky. When “the gentleman from
Kentucky ” asks for protective duties for something because it
is in Kentucky, then he will be willing to accept the gentle-
man's statement.

Mr. CUSHMAN. I do not think the gentleman will do thaf,
because he does not belong to the same political school that I
do. I am fond of the gentleman from Kentucky, which State
is famed for fair women, fast horses, and fine lignor. They tell
me, sir, they produce whisky in Kentucky so fine that a man
has to shut his eyes when he takes a drink, because if he looked
at it it would make his mouth water, and that would spoil the
drink! [Great laughter.]

Now, then, gentlemen, I call your attention, not only to the
ordinary tariff duties that are imposed here, but to the extra-
ordinary duties that are imposed on everything the sawmill man
has to buy.

Mr., STANLEY. While the gentleman is talking about pro-
tection of Kentucky industries, I want to remind him that that
same whisky cheerfully stands a tax of $1.10 a gallon, that
horses have been put out of business by the operation of law—
and I am not complaining of that— that Kentucky women
will never ask for any protection until the angels in Heaven
enter a beauty contest against them. [Great laughter and ap-

plause.]

Mr. CUSHMAN. To all of which I cheerfully agree.

I do not wish to worry the committee with a continual
display of charts. I only wish to say in explanation that
one reason I prepared these charts is I think in a cer-
tain sense it saves time. The chart speaks to a man’s
mind through his eye. When you are falking to an audi-
ence you can only reach the mind through the ears, but when
a man can look at a chart he can grasp through his eyes
the comparative statement of the figures contained there-
on.

Now, then, I have another chart here that I have entitled:
“Tariff picture of the sawmill man; what the sawmill man
sells to the farmer; what the farmer sells to the sawmill man.”

A tariff picture.

What sawmill man sells to the farmer :
Lumber On the free list.

What farmer sells to sawmill man : Pﬂy‘m]z] Mél tarif].

Horses and mules
Cattle ?ﬁ
Hogs per hem!.
Fresh beef l cents per pound.
Bacon and hams 4 cents per pound.
Poultry. 3tob cents per pound.
Flour 25 per cen
Wheat 20 cents per bushel,
Corn b cents per bushel.
Oats 15 cents 'per bushel,
Hay 54 per ton.
Potatoes 25 cents per bushel,
Butter £ cents per und.
KEges__ 5 cents per dozen.
Ounions. 40 cents per bushel.
Apples 25 cents per bushel.
%ﬁnnm gomnt% per pouﬂd

one cents per gallon.
Wmly 3 to 36 cents per pound.
Cabbages - 2 cents each.

I call attention to these fizures because I think they are im-
portant. ~

Here is a chart showing almost every known product of the
American farmer protected by a tariff as high as the pyramids;
the farmer's prices for his products have soared into the sky;
he is willing and anxious that the tariff shall be continued on
his ow;lt. products—but he thinks that lumber ought to be on the
free li

Every product mentioned in this list is a product which the
sawmill men of my State buy from the farmers, and they buy
large quantities, too.

And so far as I have observed the sawmill men always pay
cheerfully for what they buy, too. They expect to get a decent
price for their lumber, and they are always willing to pay
everybody else a decent price for his product.

The lumber men of this Nation are to-day standing in an en-
tirely consistent position. They are willing that the labor and
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the products of other men shall continue to be protected, and
they likewise ask protection for their own product.

The people who are inconsistent are the people who desire
to retain protection on their own product and take all protec-
tion off lumber. ;

I say to you that if the Iumber men of my State occupied as
inconsistent a position as some other people do in this contest
I would desert their cause in a minute. [Applause.]

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman seri-
ously contend that those tariff schedules on the natural and
inevitable products of Nebraska are of any benefi§ to the people
of Nebraska or any compensation to them whatever for the enor-
mous burden they bear by reason of the great tariff on coal and
lumber and on the products which they must buy from eastern
factories?

Mr. CUSHMAN. I do; and I will ask you if the tariff did not
benefit the Nebraska people and their products, what price did
they get for those products when you and your Democratic
party were last in power? [Applause on the Republican side.]
Did they get the same prices they are getting now?

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I want to tell the gentleman that we need
no protection, and we are selling those products in competition
with all the world to-day, in all parts of the world, without
the protection of any tariff. The prices we get are based
on the prices in the countries to which we export our sur-
Eilus, as you very well know. [Applause on the Democratic

de.]

Mr. CUSHMAN. Let me say to the gentleman that he only
shows one side of the picture. When industry is universal in
the United States our working people have money to buy, and
then we consume at home the largest portion of what is pro-
duced at home. But when labor is out of work and has no
money to buy, that forces abroad an ever increasing part of
your products, and that brings down the price. [Applause on
the Republican side.] The gentleman talks about the market
of the world as if we had nothing to do with it. The biggest
factor on earth in controlling the market of the world is either
prosperity or poverty in America.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I want to say in reply to the gentleman
that the question is not whether we can get prices for our
western products, but whether enough western products can be
raised to feed the world.

Mr. CUSHMAN. How did it come, then, that the people of
this Nation, when you and your party were in power, rose up
and kicked you out because they did not like the way your
policies affected the Nation.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I reply to the gentleman that the tariff
on hogs and corn and wheat has nothing to do with the case.
It is like the flowers that bloom in the spring.

Mr. CUSHMAN. That may be your judgment; it is not mine,
My friend from Nebraska [Mr. Kinkan] wanted lumber on the
free list, because he thought the price of lumber was too high.
The people of Nebraska are complaining because they say lum-
ber is too high; but the people of my State are complaining
because the price of the products that they get in Nebraska are
too high. I say to you, my friends, that this is a proposition
that reaches you as well as me, This is a mighty industry in
this Nation. It employs

Mr. KINKAID of Nebraska.
to ask him a question?

Mr. CUSHMAN. Certainly.

Mr, KINKAID of Nebraska. I want to ask the gentleman
from Washington whether the State of Washington is not self-
gustaining as to its breadstuff? I will ask him if it is not one
of the greatest wheat-producing States in the Union, pro-
ducing wheat over a very large area and of an excellent
quality? I will further ask him if it does not export big
quantities of wheat? I will likewise ask him if it does not
raies a great many cattle, more than enough for home con-
sumption?

Mr. CUSHMAN. If the gentleman will just step around here,
I happen to have prepared a chart that answers his question
perfectly. I call his attention to this chart:

RECIPROCITY.
Farmers® sales of products and purchases of lumber for the year 1908.
Iowa sells fo Washington :

Will the gentleman permit me

Dy Byt e
an rk, ete_ A
s Bris s e 0. 006
Corn and its products 250, 000
anfn; & 3, 260, 000
Iowa buys from Washington:
T.ulﬂrber and shin legt 1, 600, 000
Trade balance in favor of Iowa 1, 660, 000

Bales of farmers’ products to State of Washington, year of 1908,
[Estimated total of all products.]

Nebraska .l $6, 375, 000
Wisconsin L SR 9, 850, 000
North and South Dakota 500, 000
Towa___ 4, 060, 000
Kansas 2, 475, 000
Minnesota 5, 800, 000
Ohlo___ e 5, 000, 000
Indiana 4, 000, 000
Illinois 8, 750, 000

Total (i plete) Sen ———- 4T, 810, 000

This chart shows very graphically the “reciprocity” that
exists between the sawmill man and the farmer. In the first
place, I put at the top of this chart a statement regarding the
amount of lumber that the Towa people bought from the State
of Washington in the year 1905—8§1,800,000 worth of our lum-
ber went that year into the State of Iowa—but during that
same time we people of the State of Washington bought of Iowa
farm products practically three and a quarter million dollars’
worth, leaving the great balance in favor of the Iowa farmer
of $1,660,000. In that single year the Iowa farmer got more
than twice as much monéy out of the State of Washington as
ke sent into it. [Applause.]

This chart was not large enough to permit me to make a
detailed showing of the reciprocal trade of each of these States
with the State of Washington, but the chart does show the
total of your products whick we buy, and in every instance the
figures which relate to Iowa will be borne out in the other
States. We buy about twice as much of your products as you
buy of our lumber.

I call the attention of the gentleman from Nebraska to the
fact that we bought of the products of Nebraska in the last
year over six and a third millions of dollars’ worth, and we did
not sell into Nebraska during that time one-half that much
lumber.

And, sir, when you tear down the lumber business and the
sawmill industry of this Nation for the benefit of the Nebraska
farmer, I bid you remember Samson of old:

He pushed the pillars out from the temple to destroy the
Philistines, but most of the bricks lit on him/!

I say to you that when you get through destroying the saw-
mill industry of the State of Washington, you will find that
most of the wreck lit on you and your people, and I won't put
any crape on my hat either! [Great Ilaughter and ap-
plause.]

The State of Washington is a great producing State; we do
produce lots of wheat and other products, but lumber is our
big industry. The lumber industry in my State is not only
larger than any other single industry, but it is larger than all
the other industries combined. Do you wonder that I am
interested in this subject?

Mr. KINKAID of Nebraska.
question?

Mr. CUSHMAN. I will

Mr., KINKAID of Nebraska. A few years ago the Pacific
coast shipped but very little lumber east of the mountains to
the prairie States, but the amount of lumber which the Pacific
coast has been shipping east has been constantly increasing, as
the forests east of the Rocky Mountains and east of the Mis-
souri and Mississippi rivers have been becoming exhausted.
As the lumber product in the east has been decreasing, com-
mensurate with that have the shipments from the Pacific coast
been increased to the eastern country. It is not just what has
oceurred heretofore. That is not a fair criterion. There is
rapidly taking place a great change in conditions. The lumber
product first came from the Northeast——

Mr. CUSHMAN. I thought you said you wanted to ask me
a question, and not to make a speech in my time.

Mr. KINKAID of Nebraska., Perhaps this is going too far,
and if I am to answer the gentleman from Washington, who is
making a very able and creditable address upon the lum-
ber question, perhaps it would be more fair for me to
defer and ask the privilege of taking the floor at some other
time.

Mr. CUSHMAN. I have no disposition to cut the gentleman
off ; the House has been kind to me in giving me unlimited time,
but T have been on the floor for more than two hours, and there
is a limit to my strength, if not to the indulgence of the House,
I hope to conclude within a reasonable time now.

Mr. SIMS. If the gentleman will yield to me, I am in the
same trouble he is. I live in a lumber district, and I want to
ask two or three questions bearing upon this subject.

Mr. CUSHMAN. I will gladly yield to the gentleman for a
question, and answer it if I can, although I am not putting
myself forward as a great lumber expert,

Will the gentleman yield for a
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Mr. SIMS. I will make a statement of faets, so the gentle-
man will understand: The Tennessee River runs through my
district from the south to the north. Time out of mind a large
business has been done on the Tennessee River by cutting and
rafting logs to Paducah, on the Ohio, and te Cairo, at the mouth
of the Ohio River, and to other points between. The raftsmen
buy timber all up and down the river from the farmers or who-
ever will sell it, then they transport it by rafting down the river
to the sawmill man. Now, I get a letter from the timberman
and he says, “ If you take the $2 tariff off it will come off my
timber, because the raftsman will give me $2 less for my logs.”
That looks reasonable. Then I get a letter from the raftsman
gaying, “ If you vote to take the tariff off it will come off of we
raftsmen, because the farmer and the landowner are able to
hold their timber for higher prices, while we must continue onr
business in order to live.” And then I get a letter from the
sawmill man, who is a real manufacturer, and he says it will
all come off him, because he can not get his logs any cheaper,
but he will have to sell his Inmber cheaper because of competi-
tion with Canada.

Now, I do not know which of these gentlemen is right, or
whether either of them is. Taking it all together, I would like
to have the gentleman’s opinion as to whether the removal of
the duty will come off the man who owns the timber, or the
man who prepares it and gets it to the mill, or the millman
who saws it.

Mr. CUSHMAN, The man don’t live who ean accurately
and absolutely answer that question.

Mr, SIMS. Then, you see, I am up against a pretty hard
proposition. [Laughter.]

Mr. CUSHMAN. In all human probability the loss would be
borne largely by the man who ewned the timber. But the exact
situation of the timber, and the freight rate on the product when
sawed into lumber, and other elements, including distance,
would all be matters that would have to be considered in each
case.

The pathetic feature of the whole thing is, in my judgment,
that the loss would be borne chiefly by the timber owner, and
some of it by the sawmill man, but the duty of $2 on lum-
ber would be entirely absorbed by the retail dealer in many
instances, and the consumer would get no relief. I do not
believe that the ultimate price of lumber when it reached the
consumer would be less, even if the tariff were removed, but it
would be sufficient in my judgment to put the sawmill man out
of business in my State. You may say that is rather strange
logic. I admit it. But under an actunal trial that is just what
happened under similar cireumstances to the coal-mining indus-
try of my State when the Wilson bill reduced the tariff on coal
to 40 cents a ton. The coal didn't get any cheaper to the con-
sumer, but it put the coal miner out of business, because it
closed up American coal mines in my State.

Mr, SIMS. Upon the theory of a protective tariff, supposing
we are going to make this bill on that theory, have we any right
to vote for protection on standing timber that has cost nobody
any labor, hut which has grown in value like the interest on a
mortgage?

Mr. OCUSHMAN. A great many men seem to have the idea
that as timber is a kind of natural product, that it never cost
anybody anything, and that you can go out into the forest
and pluck bunches of shingles off the trees like you can

ick bananas in a tropical forest. That is not correct. The

riff on lumber was not placed thereon for the purpose of
increasing the value of the timber, but tfo protect the wages of
the men who manufacture that timber into lumber. It is
true that the tariff has operated to a small extent to raise
the price of timber, but chiefly it has operated to protect
American wages.

My observation is that while timber may have grown in the
first instance in response to the command of Almighty God, that
it is very expensive to hold affer a man acquires it. The tax
on standing timber in my own State is something enormous.
That is where the Canadian has another advantage over us.
In the first place labor in Canada is cheaper than in the United
States. In the second place, the timber can be bought in Canada
Tor a cheaper price than it can in the United States. And last,
they do not have the exorbitant taxes to pay that we do. When
they buy timber in Canada they do not buy it outright as we do.
They get a timber lease from the Canadian government. They
hold these leases for many years, and they only pay for the
timber as they cut it, and in the meantime they don’t pay taxes
on the standing timber as we do. In my State you pay taxes on
standﬁing timber every year, and likewise in all other States in
our Union.

Recently a man called my attention to two instances—two
tracts of timber, one on the Canadian side and one on the Amer-
ican side, appreximately the same acreage and about the same
amount of standing timber in each traet. The man on the Amer-
iean side paid $90,000 in taxes in one year on his timber; on the
Canadian side of the line the total eost for taxes was about $300
per year. .

Now, I referred a moment ago to this chart showing the reci-
procity between the farmer and the lumberman, because I
think it is most interesting.

My friend from Missouri [Mr. Crasx] said yesterday that
he wanted the price of lumber to come down, so the farmer
could get Tumber cheap, in order to build a home.

The tariff on Iumber is only $2 per thousand feet. You can
build an ordinary house large enough for a man and his wife
and two children with 10,000 feet of lumber. Therefore, if
the tariff of $2 per thousand were removed, and the home
builder got all the benefit of that removal, he would only save
$2 a thousand on 10,000 feet, or $20. He would save $20 once
in his lifetime.

For the farmer usually builds oue house and one barn in
his lifetime—but he raises a crop to sell every year. [Ap-
plause.]

When you get ready to save the farmer and the wage-earner
that $20 on the house that he builds, you will rob them of ten

times that much in wages and depreciated products every year,’

and five hundred times that much in a lifetime. You will find
that you are saving at the spigot and losing at the bunghole.
You are taking away from the laborer more in wages and tak-
ing away from the farmer more in markets than either gain
in the transaction. [Applause.]

I listened with interest and amazement when my friend said
he wanted to smite Weyerhauser and my friend Mr. MeCor-
mick, because they were large timber holders, They are both
estimable men, and I am glad to know them—and they had
more sense than I had.

They bought the same timber which I might have bought if
I had had sense enough. I hope the time will never come when
I will raise my voice in an attempt to confiscate the property
that another man honestly acquired because I did not have sense
enough to buy it when he did.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. I will ask my friend if there was
not something else he and I both lacked besides brains in this
Iumber transaction, and was not that the money to buy?

Mr. CUSHMAN. Yes; I will admit that there was a little
temporary embarrassment on my part in that connection.
[Laughter.]

Weyerhauser came fo America in an emigrant ship when he
was a boy. He has wronged no man and defrauded no man.
His rise from poverty through his own efforts ought to be the
subject of congratulation and not abuse.

Mr. McCormick is an honored citizen of my home city of Ta-
coma. When he began life for himself as a typical American
boy he had no fortune save his two willing hands—not a dollar
in money. His career has been both honorable and successful,
and it ill becomes us to speak lightly of him. His neighbers
in Tacoma think well of him, and so do I.

There are a very few large timber owners in this Nation, and
when my friend from Missourl [Mr. Crarx] tries to smite those
few timber owners he will find that he has hit in the face
800,000 laboring men who carry dinner pails and make their
living out of this industry. [Applause.]

IMPORTS AND EXPORTS OF WOOD PRODUCTS.

Many men who want the tariff taken off lumber frequently
say, “ We are exporting more wood products than we are im-
porting.” A wise man once said that, “A half truth was worse
than a whole lie” That very aptly characterized this state-
ment.

It is true that we are shipping out of the United States more
timber and wood produets than we import.

The truth about it is, that so far as imports and exports of
Inmber and shingles are concerned the big end of that business
is between the United States and Canada.

There are certain woods in the United States which Canada
does not have to any extent, yellow pine and hard-wood floor-
ing, and so forth. She buys those products from the United
Sltates because she has to; she can not get them anywhere
else.

And at the same time she is dumping into our market vast
quantities of common lumber and shingles, bought from cheap
crown lands, and manufactured by cheap oriental labor. She
only buys from us what she has to, and we buy from her the
same kinds that we can make at home.

—
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That is reciprocity—like a jug handle, all on one side.
Let me call your attention to a chart I have prepared showing
various importations and exportations of wood products.

1908.—Wood and wood products.
TOTAL IMPORTATIONS AND EXPORTATIONS, UNITED STATES.

Year. Value.
1908 | All wood exported from United States......cceceeeenenacasa..| $81,521,305
1908 | All wood imported into United States.....ccccvemsrrveanannnes 48,527,982

EXCeM O CEDOTtE: o ociviencaiannassirnssswasns ey 87,998,523
1908.—Timber.
BOARDS, PLANKS, DEALS, AND SAWED LUMBER.
Year. Amount. Value,
Feet.
1908 | Imported into United States from Canada...... 779, 645,000 | €14, 953,158
1908 | Exported from United States to Canada ........| 142, 776,000 4.11" 785
Excess of Canadian imports........cc...... 636, 869,000 | 10,837,378
SHINGLES.
1908 | Imported into United States from Canada ...... 987,266,000 | §2,376,349
1908 | Exported from United Statesto Canada.. .. 2, 955, 000 8,873
Excess of Canadian imports........ceeveee- 985, 311, 000 2, 367,476

The upper part of this chart shows that we are sending
abroad more timber products than we import. These products
which we send abroad, as I before said, are those products
which Canada and other countries must have.

The only advantiage we get from that is the advantage which
God Almighty gave to the United States—of giving us some tim-
ber products which other nations do not have,

And yet we are invited by some statesmen to swap off the
advantages, which God gave us, to Canada—and get nothing
from Canada in return.

Are we to run this Government on business principles and
demand trade advantages when we give them; or are we to
stand the United States up among all the nations of the earth
like a universal Christmas tree from which everybody helps
himself and give us nothing in return?

- Now, then, look again at this chart.
and sawed lumber.” That is the commonest kind of common
Inmber. Yet Canada sent to us in the year 1908 five times as
much in quantity and three and one-half times as much in value
as we sent to her. That means that we sent that much money to
Canada that ought to have remained at home. Canada has no
woods that we do not possess or have a suitable substitute
therefor.

This is what Canada is doing to us in the lumber business
right now while the $2 per thousand tariff is on. What do you
think she will do to us when we give her a further advantage
by taking it off'?

Look at the part of that chart that deals with shingles. In
the year 1908 Canada sent into the United States 329 times as
many shingles as we sent into Canada in the same year. And
yet we boast that we believe in protecting home industries and
home labor. Any American who has any red corpuscles left in
him ecan not look at that chart and not blush. The American
tariff on shingles ought to be raised from 30 cents to 60 cents a
thousand, and then we would begin to manufacture our own
shingles at home, and the price to the consumer would be little
if any greater than it is now.

I will add another table of fizures showing the lumber and
shingles exported and imported between the United States and
Canada during the past five years:

Shingles imported into the United States from Canada and exported
from the United States to Canada.

“ Boards, planks, deals,

AMOUNT.
1904. 1905. 1906. 1907. 1908,
Imported...| 770,872,000 | 758,725,000 | 200,806,000 | 880,903,000 | 987,266,000
Exported... 7,069, 000 6, 867, 000 8,905, 000 2,018, 000 2, 955, 000
Total imports shingles for five years from Canada_____ 4, ‘.’98 072, 000
Total exports shingles for five years to Canada———___ 7, 809, 000

Excess imports over exports 4, 270, 263, 000

in five years one hundred and fifty-eight times as many.

Valuation of shingles importied and exported between the United States
and Canada.

VALUE.
1904. | 1905. 1906, 1907, 1908.
Imported............ $1,602,908 | §1,581,421 | §1,852,512 | §1,939,791 | §2,876, 394
............ 14,186 13,212 16, 877 4, 265 8,878

Total value shingles imported, 5 years, from Canada______

$9, 353, 071
Total value shingles exported, § years, to Canada 56,

Excess imports over exports $0, 208, 158

In five years, value one hundred and sixty-four times as much.

Please note the steady increase in the guantities of the stuff
that Canada is sending to us, and the steady decrease of similar
products we are sending to her. If that chart was a little wider
and contained the record of a few more years, the United States
would be clear off the commercial map!

CONSERVATION OF THE FOREST.

Mr. Chairman, I know I have already detained the House
longer than I should. As I draw toward a close I want to speak
? few words regarding the subject of the conservation of the
orest.

I presume that all men will concede that the Hon. Gifford Pin-
chot, the Forester and Chief of the United States Forest Service,
is the best and most reliable authority in the United States upon
the subject of forest conservation. What does Mr. Pinchot say
upon this question? Mr, Pinchot says that the removal of the
tariff on lumber would not conserve the American forest and
would not make lumber cheaper to the consumer. I have not
time to read his entire letter on this subject now, but I want
to quote the following sentence from Mr. Plnchot‘s letter on this
subject. He said:

If the tariff on lumber were to be removed, it would he done, I take
it, for one or both of two purposes—either to reduce the price to the
consumer or to preserve our forests. In my judgment, it would accom-
plish neither.

[Mr. Pinchot's entire letter appears in the appendix to Mr.
CusHMAN's speech.]

When I say *conservation,” I want to make my meaning
plain. When a_sheep is butchered if you kept the meat and
threw away the wool that wool would not be * conserved,” it
would be wasted.

If when a butcher killed a beef he saved only a few choice
cuts and threw the remainder of the carcass away, that would
be waste and not conservation of beef.

Strange as it may seem to you, the higher the price of lumber
goes the more of the forest is saved or used—because when yon
use timber you are saving it. It is only when you throw it
away that you waste it.

Now, the lumber business is like any other business on earth.
The lumbermen use whatever portion of the tree that it will
pay them to use. But, if they find that the top cuts of a tree
are costing them $10 per thousand to make into lumber—and
that after it is manufactured they can only sell that lumiber for
$7 or $8 per thousand—they will leave those top cuts in the
forest to rot or burn.

You may say they ought not to do that. But applying this to
your own business, let me ask you if, from purely philanthropie
motives, you would continue any part of a manufacturing busi-
ness in which the return was not equal to the outlay? Of
course you would not, and neither would any other man. The
lumbermen many times leave the top cuts of the tree in the
forest, not because they want to, but because they have to. As
the price of lumber goes up, the more of the tree is brought to
the mill from the woods to be manufactured.

Therefore, when men cry out for low-priced lumber, and at
the same time for the conservation of the forest, they may be
honest, but they are crying aloud for two policies which are
diametrically opposed to each other.

Mr. STANLEY., I would like to ask my genial friend a
question.

Mr. CUSHMAN. YVery well.

Mr. STANLEY. If that argument were carried to its logieal
conclusion, and chickens were as high as canvas-back ducks,
there would be fewer chickens killed, because we would pick the
bones cleaner. Is not that right?

Mr. CUSHMAN. Very likely. But those are facts that I
have stated, nevertheless. 1 wish to eall your attention to a
chart that I have drawn that illustrates very clearly my con-
tention, that cheap lumber leads directly to waste of forest
products. Let me invite your attention to this chart.

As the price of lumber advances less timber is wasted and
more is saved,
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Record of logging firm on Columbia River.

Feet.
Timber cut in year of 1905___ 97, 808, 825
Estimate of logs left on ground wasted . ___________ 41,671, 175
Average selling price of logs 38 T1
Timber cut in year of 1906__ 165, 852, 000
Estimate of logs left on ground T e s S A R LA 25, 482, 000
Average selling price of ln $9. 41
Timber cut I yexp of 1907 oo oo Toooo oo 230,477, 003
Estimate of logs left on ound wnnrnd 18, 824, 977
Average selling price of e $9. 87

This chart shows the opemtions of a logging firm on the Co-
lumbia River in the State of Washington for three years—for
the years of 1905, 1006, and 1907.

The price of logs and the price of lumber run side and side.
When lumber is high, logs are high.

Therefore I first invite your attention to that portion of this
chart which shows the price at which logs were selling, which
prices you will observe were as follows: 1905, $6.71; 1906, $9.41;
1907, $9.87.

You will observe that the price of logs was increasing all the
time, and quite rapidly between 1905 and 1906,

Now, let us look at the other figures on this chart and see if
my contention is true—that higher-priced lumber brings a
greater portion of the tree out of the forest.

In the first year—1905—when logs were low in price, this
logging company brought out of the woods about 97,000,000 feet
and left about 41,000,000 feet of top logs lying in the woods
to rot and burn. They left almost one-half as much as they
brought out. But they had to cut the whole tree down to
secure what they did bring out. You may call that criminal
waste, but if the price of lumber was not high enough to pay for
bringing out these top logs would you have brought them out?

Next year—1906—the price of logs rose very much; the price
rose from $6.71 to $9.41, which was a raise of $2 TO per thou-
gand feet of sealed log measure.

Under the stimulation of this high price in the year of 1906
the logging company brought out of the woods 165,000,000 feet
of logs, and only left in the woods about 25,000,000 feet. That
is, they only left one-seventh as much wasted as they saved,
whereas in the former year they left almost one-half.

The third year—1907—the price of logs was still rising, and
that year the logging company brought out of the woods about
230,000,000 feet of logs, and left only about 18,000,000 feet of
top-cut logs to rot; that is, they only wasted about one-thir-
teenth of the entire cut, whereas two years before they had
wasted almost one-half. 4

Those figures and that logic prove conclusively that I am
right when I say that low-priced lumber and conservation of
the forest not only do not go together, but are directly opposed
to each other.

When a man in Nebraska buys lumber at about $30 per thou-
sand he has an idea that that is all elear profit to the sawmill
man, but it is not. About $15 of that is freight, and a good slice
of it is the profit of the local lumber-yard man.

The sawmill man gets mighty little out of this transaction.
Common lumber is about $8 per thousand in my home town,
and the sawmill man, when he piles up in his yard a thousand
feet of lumber, can then go into his office and charge up about
90 per cent of that to labor alone—to say nothing of the cost
of his mill, the high taxes on his timber, loss by fire in the
woods—and a rate of insurance of his mill that is higher than
anything you ever dreamed of in insurance matters.

The sawmill men in my State have not become wealthy, as
many men seem to think. I have lived in that State for the
past twenty years. I recall one of the biggest mills in that
State, which I am reliably informed never paid a dividend in
fourteen long years. And that was not a matter of juggling
with bookkeeping either. They simply did not make the
money.

The biggest sawmill in my home town practically paid no
dividend for ten long years. Men have drawn in their minds a
fanciful picture of sawmill operators *becoming immensely
wealthy in the lumber business. It is not true, and that is
proven by the fact that more men would go into it if fortunes
were waiting for them. Instead of making immense fortunes
with ease they sit up nights whittling up lead pencils trying to
figure out how to make the income meet the pay roll.

You draw pictures of these lumbermen grinding money out
of poor people. Let me draw you a picture from life:

Col. C. W. Griggs, of my home city, was the moving spirit in
building the biggest sawmill in Tacoma. Shortly after he got it
built the panic of 1894-95 came on. Lumber was so low there
was no profit at all in running the mill. But the workmen
were standing around that mill who bad no other source for

their bread than their day’s work. Griggs ran that mill for
years, wore his machinery out, and sawed up his timber. He
helped many a man to get bread, but during those years he
never made a dollar.

That is history and not fancy that I am giving you now.

ORIENTAL SAWMILL LABORERS IN CANADA.

Before I close I want to call attention to two pictures, one
showing an American sawmill in the State of Washington and
the other a Canadian sawmill in British Columbia. Look on
this picture and then on that.

[The illustrations referred to appear on following page.]

Gentlemen, what separates these two conditions shown in
these pictures? I will tell you.

All there is between these two conditions is 250 miles of
thin air, one imaginary geographical line, and a $2 lumber
tariff. The thin air and the imaginary line will not stop any-
thing—they have no deterrent effect.

Therefore, we of the State of Washington want to protect
ourselves and our industry from cheap oriental labor in Canada
by having this tariff on lumber at least maintained where it
is now.

CLOSING.

And now, Mr. Chairman, I have detained this House far longer
than I expected to.

I will say to you all, in conclusion, that the matters upon
which I have spoken to-day—both lumber and coal—are indus-
tries that are very cloge to my heart.

We have 110,000 people in my State of Washington who work
as laborers in the sawmill industry. Counting four members to
the family, that makes 440,000 mouths that are fed by this in-
dustry in my State alone—practically a half a million people.
This is not a trifling matter that I have been discussing.

We do not ask anything that is unfair. We ask only the same
measure of protection for our industry that the Republican
party accords to other people and other industries.

I realize that my side of this question is the unpopular side,
but as God is my witness I know it is the right side. It has
been my duty to present these matters to you as best I could.
I ask gentlemen not to be swept away from what is right by a
temporary tide of popularity.

Unfortunately, as it seems to me, there are some men in pub-
lic life during these days who are more anxious to find out
what is popular than they are to determine what is right.

I have known men in my lifetime who made themselves
hump-shouldered and wry-necked keeping one ear to the ground
listening for the rumble of popular approval—but who never
raised their eyes toward heaven searching for the signals of
the truth. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, speaking for myself, I have certain fixed
political beliefs and convictions. They may not be the wisest,
but such as they are I entertain them honestly. I am so con-
stituted morally that I can not put these convictions on a
wheelbarrow and trundle them around after any political
acrobat, however exalted his position or pleasing his person-
ality. One of the convictions I have cherished since my young
manhood is my unshaken belief in, and my unwavering adher-
ence to, the policy of protection to American industries, and
where the pathway of my youth led there the feet of my
manhood are still marching. And the history of this Nation
throughout all the years that lie between amply vindicates my
judgment.

And if, perchance, some people in this Nation to-day may be
wavering in their allegiance to that splendid principle that con-
stitutes no reason for me to change—that is all the more reason
why those of us who have the courage of our convietions should
stand by our principles.

Political death has no terrors for me when it looms athwart
the path of duty. He who has the faith to march to politieal
death for an immortal prineiple is sustained and soothed by an
approving conscience, and he sees in the sun as it goes down the
blessed reflection of a coming dawn that shall be the siznal of
his political resurrection. [Applause.] But the political infidel
who has no economic convictions, save the changing murmur of
the multitude, when political death overtakes him his miserable
image passes forever into the changeless night, uncomforted by
the companionship of heroic recollections or the blessed hope of
a future day.

Sir, in the political life of America those who have eternally
chased shifting public opinion at the sacrifice of principle are
not those who have eventoally plamted their feet npon the serene
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and lofty summit. The men who are willing to accept defeat
for principle rather than to capitulate for the spoils of office are
the men whose treasured memories to-day constitute the noblest
heritage of this Republie.

Such a man was William McKinley. [Applause.] Let me
remind you, my countrymen, that William McKinley once in
his lifetime stood exactly in the same position that the Repub-
lican party stands to-day. He was framing the McKinley tariff
bill. The political enemy was filling the air with wild denuncia-
tions of that bill and its author. The public was wavering in
its belief. Some political dodgers and primers in his own
party were deserting the ship. But there stood McKinley, with
principle in his hand and courage in his heart, and all the world,
sir, can not stand against that combination. [Applause.] And
was McKinley defeated? Ah! yes. His political ship went
down, but the last thing that greeted the gaze of his country-
men before the wanton political waves rolled over that frail
craft was McKinley standing on the deck with the flag of pro-
tection held aloft in his hand. That flag was the last thing to
go down—and therefore it avas the first thing to come up!
[Applause.] And, sir, when that flag and that matchless
standard bearer came once more into view, the loyal and loving
hands of his countrymen placed on his brave brow a wreath

Lumber and timber products imported into the Uniled States

woven from the fairest garlands ever garnered in a republic,
[Loud and continued applause.]

APPENDIX.
TWood and wood products.

[Total importations and exportations from United States.]

Imports., Exports (domestic).

Year, Value. Year. Value.
$26,984 853 $65,428, 417
20,564,523 58,002,977
36,532,706 60,080,394
42,960, 941 83,240,575
48,527,082 81,521,805
179,579,306 Totgl (5 years)....| 857,352,668
Imports A $347, 382, 668
Exports Lo 179, 579, 305
Excess exports 177, 803, 363

rom Canada nmd e:pofted from the United States to Canade during the flscal year

ed June 30, 1904 1

IMPORTS INTO UNITED STATES FROM CANADA.

All i:ttbe:dunma;nfue-
Boards, planks, deals, ured wood. Logs and
Year, and other sawed lum- m&?&mmm’ turned tim-|Pulp wood.| Total.
T * ber.
Free. Dutiable.
B. M. feet, Dollars. |Cubic feet.| Dollars Doliars. Dollars. Dollars.
1904 585,194,000 | 8,720,185 129, 447 29, 1,080,667 :
1005 704,956,000 | 10,714,417 182,225 28,514 | 2,500,663 12,436
1008, 944,168,000 | 14,589 B04 256,015 46,720 | 2,308,842 168,016
1907 921,878,000 | 15,828,477 | oo ocooi]ocmisiaaiaoa 153,509 A9
1908 779,645,000 | 14,068,158 | occrencaa]acaiaaonaas 223,341 51,554
Total 8,085,821,000 | 64,815,051 067,687 104,440 | 7,275,022 801,817
Five years' total wood pmd rted to United Btates from Canada (exeept LT L R e e e A R SR e e S e 485,
Five years' total shingles im toUnItedSuteu oo e e o PR e e e S S e e e e e R et R e e AT .- 2,376,849
IR s i e ik e o s o i B 3 P kT e AV B 01 e e I B T e o i e A e S o 5 i 8 o o 3. S 86, 861, 853
DOMESTIC EXPORTS FROM UNITED STATES TO CANADA.
Boards, planks, and Logs and
Year, deals, and joi.s"ts and Timber, sawed. Timber, hewn. "}“ °&r“ other,fun— Total.
gcantling. umber. | manufac-
tured.
B. M. feet Dollars Feet, Dollars, |Cubic feet.| Dollars. Dollars. Dollars. Dollars.
1904 176,079,000 | 8,519,771 81,069,000 676,064 870,201 301,693 b32,630 688,679 -
1905. 158,775,000 | 8,275,977 25, 476,000 . 988 283,171 640,654 305
1506 101,058,000 | 2,575,007 +825, 585,142 280, 460 114,751 5aT, 642 757,306
1907 172,065,000 | 4,057,287 28,087,000 634,710 280,135 82,675 710,399 1,256
1908 149,355,000 | 4,261,600 18, 467 000 875,220 825,138 i 750,911 661,240
Total 758,232,000 | 18,560,761 | 132,174,000 | 2,680,275 | 2,648,872 005,079 | 8,201,236 | 3,109,704
Excess of imports for five years, $56,018,450.
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND LADOR, BUREAU OF STATISTICS,
March g2, 1909,
0. P. AusTIXN,

Mr. Fraxcis W. CUSHMAN.

Five vears, total wood exports United States to Canada (exeept shingles) ...........

Five years, total shingle exports to Canada [rom United 8

In five years, total imports from Canada to United States ...
In five years, total exports of United States to entire world

Chief of Bureau.

senvannsass $28, 467, 0456
56,913

Canada sent us thirty-one and one-half times as many shingles as we sent to the entire world.

In five years, total importation of wood from Canada_-__. §$86, 864, T46

In five years, total exportation wood to Canada 28, 523, 958

$357, 382, 668. F‘ive ysars total exports wood from United States to
179, 579, 305. Flve xﬁm total imports woods to United States from

In five years, excess imports wood from Canada-___. 58, 340, 788

177,803, 353. Five years excess of exports to the world.

In five years we only exported to the enlire world about four timesas much wood as Canada sent us.
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Mr. MOON of Tennessee, Mr. Chairman, the interest that
has been manifested in this debate has been great. The debate
itself has been very pleasant, and I regret that I must take the
advantage of license offered in general debate on the great tariff
question to speak, not of the tariff, but of other matfers that
seriously affect this House. Under no circumstances would I in
this presence discuss differences of the Democratic party in con-
nection with the rules of the House in conference or elsewhere,
unless in my judgment the action of that party affected the in-
tegrity and the orderly administration or procedure in this
House. It has been a number of days since the Sixty-first Con-
gress was organized, and that intolerance manifested here on
the part of some gentlemen is almost unspeakable. But that
time is sufficient for men to cool down, to return to a calm and
deliberate consideration of the questions involved in that con-
troversy as they affect the welfare of the people and the frue
and proper conditions that should maintain in the House of
Representatives.

I propose to state the cold facts alone that the public may

understand where the error was, and if any be to blame, who
they were. What was the question on the organization of the
House? What was the question long before the organization
which had aroused the American people to a belief that the great
IHouse of Representatives, the forum in which all the battles of
the American people had been fought on behalf of liberty and
independence, was trammeled and held in subjugation by a
clique within the dominant party. The country believed that
the rules of this House ought to be modified, but when we speak
from the standpoint of the people of the United States, respect
for them and honor to ourselves demand that we state the issue
upon the great guestion upon which we may be divided. Who
made the rules of the House of Representatives? Bad as we all
concede they are in many respects, the substantial rules of this
House to-day have been in existence since the organization of
the Government itself. The Federal party, the Whig party,
the Democratic party, and the Republican party have been par-
ticipants in the making of the rules for the government of this
body.
TSI;e present rules in their present shape, or in the shape in
which they were when this Congress met, are the product of the
Republican party, but necessary in many respects to maintain
order and carry on legislation proper in a great body like this.
But let us be fair; let us be just. The last Democratic Congress
not only passed these same rules, but rigidly enforced them to
the lefter.

The Republican party has since been in power and has en-
forced them. Of what do we complain? In svhat respect is
this House deprived of its power at the hands of the Speaker
or the Committee on Rules? We have said, and we say yet,
that the chief trouble is in the matter of recognition of a AMem-
ber upon the floor from the Chair. We have said that the
Speaker, when once having turned to a Member of the House
and him, should not have the power to turn away
from bim and decline to recognize him because, forsooth, he
presented a question that did not suit the interests of the party
in power or the Speaker for consideration at the moment. We
have said that this House ought not to be compelled to go to the
Speaker and obtain the right to stand on this floor and ask
unanimous consent for the consideration of a proposition.

We have said that this House ought to have a fixed day on
which its Unlon Calendar, on which its House Calendar as well,
and the Private Calendar of the House should be called. We
have said that the minority ought to have the right to have a
vote at some stage of the legislative proceedings upon a proposi-
tion of the minority, and at the close of a contest on this floor
the rule of the House that permits only one motion to recommit
with instruoctions ought not to prohibit the minority from pre-
senting its views, but that the power ought to rest with the
minority party, at least at that stage of the proceedings, to pre-
sent to the House 1ts views upon a given guestion.

What has been done in the way of the reform of these rules?
Let us take the facts just as they oceurred, and I must discuss
in this connection not only the action of the House but of the
Democratic caucus. The Democratic party on the meeting of
this Congress had not chosen their leader, and yet word had gone
to the country, through the public press, that every Democrat
who did not appear on that day and stand by the movement to
correct the rules was to be pilloried and driven from this body.

They came. The caucus met. The plan had been made.
The Democratic Representatives in this House were not con-
sulted, save a few. The caucus chairman was elected. The
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Crarx] was chosen as our can-
didate for Speaker, and then the rule of a Republican Congress
was invoked to gag the minority. 8 r was maintained ns

to what was to be done. No authority had ever been given by

the Democrats of this Congress to enter into an alliance for
any purpose with any portion of the Republican party. At
that stage of the proceedings, having been advised that things
would be done in that caucus that did not meet with my ap-
proval, my judgment, or conscience, there being no binding obli-
gation upon any man, but for fear that some caluminator
might pervert the facts, at least, I rose on the floor of that al-
leged caucus—for the Democracy had never had a caucus but
a conference heretofore—and I asked if that was a conference
of Democrats or a binding caucus. The chairman of that
caucus, without the authority from the caucus itself, declared
that it was a caucus, and binding.

In obedience to the dictates of my own conscience, my judg-
ment, and my duty to my party and my country, I walked out
of a conference in which Democrats were not to have the confi-
dence of the alleged leaders and a plan of secrecy was to be
carried out.

Let us see what occurred then. The gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Howarp], I am informed, realizing that the plan outlined
there by the Democratic Jeader,*who had just been chosen, a
plan by which every Democrat was to blindly follow a leader
in such action as he saw fit to take in this House, asked if
another Democrat should offer an amendment to the rules along
the same line would it be held as violative of the caucus obli-
gations for Democrats to vote for it? I am informed, for I
was not present and know not, that the answer was that such
amendments might be made. What was that caucus for, that
it had to secrete from its membership the policy of the party
to be pursued? To what straiis has Democracy come in this
House that the Rlepresentatives of equal rights in that party
can not be taken for a moment into the confidence of its lead-
ers? Who told them to make the alliance that they were
proposing to make with the Republican party? Where and
whenee came their authority? And what developed?

For the very first time on the floor of this House, after the
hasty adjournment of that cauncus, there was presented by the
Democratic leader, after a motion had been made to elect the
Speaker, and every Democrat had voted for Mr. Crarx, and
nearly all of the Republicans for Mr. CANNoN, and Mr. CANNoN
had been elected, and after the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Darzern] had offered a motion to the effect that the rules of the
Sixtieth Congress should be the rules of the Sixty-first Congress,
and after the Democratic party, voting as a unit, presenting one
hundred and seventy-odd votes as against thirty from the insur-
rection Republicans, had stood against the rules and voted them
down, when, for the first time, the organized Republican party in
the House had been defeated, what was to come for the consider-
ation of this House, what was to come as an appeal to the in-
telligence of its membership, what relief was to be offered by
this Democratic caucus to their representatives for the emanieci-
pation of the American House of Representatives from the
domination of a coterie in the majority party.

Let us see what it was. A resolution for the appointment
of a Committee on Rules to consist of 15 members; the old
rules of the Sixtieth Congress were to be enforced during this
session, during the pendency of this great tariff debate, and the
disposition of this question under the rules of the House. And
who constituted that 15?7 Sir, for the first time the Democrats
in this House were advised, for they had not been informed in
the caucus who the commnsittee of 15 were to be. Yet it de-
veloped that 9 Republicans, 5 of whom were organization Re-
publicans and 4 alleged insurgent Republicans, and 6 Demo-
erats were to constitute that committee to sit during the vaea-
tion and hear proof as to the change of rules. Oh. what in-
competency! Should not ten years have been enough to know
in what respect, if any, the rules should be changed? Was that
the real purpose, or was there an ulterior purpose? Shall the
fortunes of the Democratic party through its leadership in this
Honse be committed to the keeping of 9 Republicans and 6
Demoecrats? Did we expect any such thing to occeur? Could
it have occurred if Democrats had been consulted in the cancus
and the truth made known to them?

What Democrats have insisted on for the party and the
country for ten years was against the vsurpation and power
of the Speaker's chair. ' Their leaders should at least have
been prepared to present to the country those amendments nec-
essary for the protection of the public welfare and the main-
tenance of the rights of representation upon the floor of the
House of Representatives. DBut, ah, not one word of relief in
the language of that resolution.

Let us examine that resolution for a moment and see whether
it was wise or not. I would not be understood, Mr. Chairman,
as reflecting for one moment upon the politieal integrity and
wisdony, ordinarily, of the Demoecratic leader and the gentle-
men who followed him in that controversy. We kunow that
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mere blind following of admirers in many a campaign has
brought defeat. Examine that resolution as a mere matter
of policy for a moment and see if it carried out the views of
the Democratic party. The demands of Democrats were for
immediate revision, not for revision a year hence. The people
expected a statement of the reasons why revision was necessary.

It did not come, Do not my friends know that if six or
eight months are given that a committee composed of 15, of
whom 9 are Republicans—5 organization Republicans, 4 in-
surgents, and 2 of those insurgents suspected of being with the
organization—that the committee would fall to pieces by rea-
son of the party discipline in the Republican party, supple-
mented by the patronage of the federal administration, if so
desired? But if it held together, are they not aware of the
fact that it could breed naught but dissension, strife, and party
disorganization? Is there nothing more for us to contend for
than mere political, factional supremacy? These rules as they
are, nmended if necessary, are yet rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and they should not be given into the hands of
men to toy with and to devise ways and means for House dis-
organization. When Mr. Crarx offered his resolution, 23 Demo-
crats voted against it and in favor of the motion to amend
the resolution made by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
FirzcErarp]. Why? DBecause the minority leader’s resolution
offered nothing. It made no statement of the case of the party
against the rules,

The resolution of the gentleman from New York did offer a
nnanimous-consent calendar without the consent of the Speaker.
1t did offer a day for a call of the calendars of the House; it
did offer the right of the minority to a vote on a motion to re-
commit on any bill in this House. It ought to have offered fur-
ther a remedy for the old cause of complaint about recognition
to be made by the Speaker only at his will. It should have
offered a remedy for that, but it did not. It might have of-
fered—properly ought to have offered—other amendments, but
it did not. But, incomplete as was the Fitzgerald resolution, it
presented something to the couniry as a measure of relief in this
House. The other resolution offered nothing.

Mr. GRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt the gentleman
from Tennessee?

Mr. MOON of Tennessee. I yield to the gentleman from
Georgia.

Mr. GRIGGS. Mr, Chairman, does the gentleman from Ten-
nessee know the fact that three out of those reform Republicans
on the committee voted for JoserH G. CANNoON for Speaker?

Mr. MOON of Tennessee. I imagine they all did, but I do
not know.

Mr. GRIGGS. And does the gentleman from Tennessee fur-
ther believe that any mumber of Democrats-elect to Congress
have the right to bind any other number of Democrats-elect to
Congress to a fusion with any party or any part of any party?

Mr. MOON of Tennessee, I had hoped that I had expressed
my views upon that question sufficiently strong to show my
position or will do so.

Mr. Chairman, the policy pursued was not wise if victory was
the object. Letuslook a little bit further and see the underlying
purpose. Was it a desire to make an honest reform in the rules
of the House of Representatives, or was it to secure through this
new committee—this mongrel committee to which the fortunes
of our country and party were committed—a committee on com-
mittees, by which every man in this House of standing to-day,
in any position of rank or credit on committees, would be over-
thrown by this new and unprecedented secret movement?

I do not say that is true. I say there are those who sus-
pected that it was true. Let us see if, in view of the facts, the
suspicion was in a measure justified. The Clark resolution
met defeat. The Fitzgerald resolution was ecarried. What
then? Did the leader take advantage of the situation? Did he
not know that the Democrats to a man had voted against the
old rules? Did he not know that the insurgents had voted
against them, and that those rules had gone down before a tri-
umphant majority in this House? He did not press the contest.
He did not propose other necessary amendments. Why did he
not proceed to further amendment? It was not fair to the
allies, It is true that they had been defeated in one contest,
but was he not prepared to trust them for another? The result
of the contest was a triumph for the revision of the rules.
Who are the allies? Are they honorable allies, or are they
men from whom hostages must be taken for good faith? Can
they not be trusted?

Were they like the barbarians, willing to stand for one con-
test only and then flee unless driven to the struggle before the
battle-axes and javeling of a Tenth Legion? Ah, no; you did
not trust them. You do not trust them to-day, If they are
ready to stand, rally your forces, and every Democrat in this

House will stand with them for the abrogation of the rules that
are still obnoxious.

They tell us there was no ulterior purpose. I do not say
there was. But look further and let us see what occurred. The
second caucus met hastily, not for the purpose of devising new
means and methods, not with any intention to press the victory
that a portion of the minority had won—a victory not the result
of a combination, not coming from contaminated political alli-
ance. What did they do? They passed resolutions of indigna-
tion. They denounced every Democrat who had stood for some-
thing and who had opposed inaction and inefficiency in the party.
They denounced the Democrats who had stood by the national
Democratic platform and demanded relief for the American peo-
ple's representatives, not twelve months hence, but now, on this
bill under consideration.

Ah, what was that resolution? We will discuss it, in view of
the suspicion that has been suggested. They solemnly resolved
in caucus that no Democrat should accept a position on a com-
mittee in this House te which he had been appointed by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives without consulting
first and obtaining the consent of the Democratic leader. What
does this mean? Escape it if you can. Does it mean that you
have surrendered your individuality? Does it mean that you
have surrendered your rights as individuals into the keeping of
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cragx]? The public will
unquestionably so conclude.

But it might be well for gentlemen who had pressed upon
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] a losing conflict to
give up their rights into his keeping, for he is a very competent
and good man, against whom I have not the slightest feeling
and for whom I have the greatest admiration. It might have
been well for these gentlemen to have turned over their power;
but why should they attempt to turn over the power of men
that have not agreed with them? Why should they denounce
men as fraitors to the party who have stood for Democracy in
its purity and the platform of their party in its integrity?

Let us analyze this case a little further. It meant—and there
is where the serious guestion comes—not the mere surrender
of individual's rights, but the surrender of the representative
rights of the people upon this floor. How dare you surrender
to any man or fo any party your conscience or the representa-
tive power delegated to you by your constituency upon this
floor? Is it wise, gentlemen? Do you now, after the lapse of
two or three weeks, feel that your action was considerate? Ah,
that resolution meant more. What! Accept no position in the
organization of this House without the consent of one man?
Tell me if that is Democracy! That is the result of unwise
political fusion. You meant to say, then, did you—that is what
the resolution means in its last analysis—that you refused to
obey the law of the land; that you refused to perform your
duty as representatives in pursuance of appointment by the
Speaker, the only lawfully constituted authority to make that
appointment? Ah, you put yourselves outside of the pale of
law. In your desire to express your enmity to those of your
own party who disagreed with you, in your hatred of the
Speaker, you declare yourselves for a programme of lawlessness
and revolutionary conduct in this House.

Suppose, indeed, that Mr. Cragx should tell you not to per-
form those duties. He is a man of too much sense and integ-
rity, I think, to do that; but assume that he said to you when
appointed upon an important committee, * You shall not dis-
charge the duties to which you have been assigned by virtue
of the law of the land.” What answer would you make to your
constituency on your return, when they said to you, “ We sent
you to the American Congress, where great local and publie
interests were to be guarded; we sent you as a man of con-
science, of honor, and judgment; a man whom we thought would
preserve the integrity of our institutions and the purity of rep-
resentation in the House of Representatives. Why did you
refuse to perform public service? Why did you agree to dis-
obey the law of the land, like a criminal? Are you in a con-
clave, are you in the society of outlaws, or are you standing in
the interests of a great constitutional party, contending for the
liberty of the common people on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives?” Ah, your answer can only be, “ Mr. CLARK told
me I could not do it, and I did not.”

Will it be satisfactory, will the great and brave American
constituencies consent for their Representatives to yield their
individuality, their representative power, to any man? Shall
you yield to a mimie czar of mock sway? Is this the part of
Democrats? T think not. These things might all be said of
you. Do not you feel, in view of the attitude you are in, in
view of the position you occupy before your country, in view
of your defiance of the principles of your party, that you
ought to wipe from the records of your party caucus that dis-
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honored and dishonoring declaration that no man shall serve
his ecountry in this House save at the behest of the minority
leader?

Again, was there a well-founded suspicion that an ulterior
purpose existed—the purpose of reorganizing the committees
of this House and overriding the precedents of a century?
I can not believe that any such purpose existed. But I do say
that the facts justified men, whether the merits of the situa-
tion did or not, and I insist that they did, in withholding sup-
port for the time from an unauthorized caucus dictation.

Review the facts, will you? See the caucus, the election of
its chairman, the election of its minority leader, the election of
the secretary, the secrecy of the purpose. A gentleman rises on
the floor, presents a resolution that did not accord with the es-
tablished policy of his party, forces by action of the cancus its
adoption. The caucus adjourns, its members still in ignorance
of what was to be done except to obey the leader. The leader
presents to the House for the first time a resolution that meant
nothing except the establishment of a committee of 15, 9
of which were Republicans, names not known before; unwilling
to trust the allies in a second vote; the denunciation of Dem-
ocrats who had disagreed ; and at last the humiliating, dishonor-
able, contemptible, and pusillanimous suggestion that a Repre-
sentative upon this floor should not perform his duties except
at the behest of a single man.

Gentlemen, these facts and cirecumstances speak to you, par-
ticularly in connection with the fact that nothing was to be
done for twelve months; the old rules should remain in this Con-
gress, the language of suspicion. Does it not indicate to you a
well-founded suggestion of an ulterior purpose?

I said you are not guilty, notwithstanding these facts point-
ing strongly to your guilt. Why? Because of the existence of
that rule of law applicable alone to circumstantial evidence that
if there exists any reasonable hypothesis consistent with your
innocence and facts proven, then there must be an acquittal;
and that other most merciful law of the land, that city of
refuge to which the law in its mercy permits men to flee when
almost proven guilty, but not quite—the citadel of reasonable
doubt.

Will yon go to this asylum, will the American people
attach to you forever the ignominy and disgrace of trying to
destroy the lawful organization of the House by illegitimate
and improper methods, by a coalition which you did not dare
to trust to your fellows? Shall the Scotch verdict be rendered,
“ Guilty, but not proven.”

What next? Let us see. They met again in caucus. Wonder-
ful caucus! King Caucus would be triumphant. They meet.
What for? To consider further methods for the alleviation of
the House from the condition it is alleged to be in? Not so;
but by solemn resolution, notwithstanding the attitude in which
they were placed, they resolved that they disavow the acts of
23 men who voted for something and against nothing, on the
question of relief in the House of Representatives.

You do well to disavow that act; but disavowal was to be ex-
pected. The action of the twenty-three stands clearer and brighter
and more patriotic in the light of disavowal of a dubious coalition,
an angry and intolerant minority. But you made the rules, did
you? Never before had you caucus rules. You confessed then.
that very night, that you needed caucus rules to bind the con-
science of men who would not submit to the dictatorial power
of one man or of a coterie of men within the Democratic party.
Did you say that we had violated any pledge? No, no. You
dared not say it, because it was not the truth. No pledge had
been made, no caucus rule had been made, therefore there was
none to disobey, and, for one, I was not within the portals of that
cancus, But you did say that we had voted in conflict with
your views. Yes; in conflict with your views did we vote, and
when the independence of this House and the independence of
these Representatives on either side is so crushed that men can
not stand for their representative rights and their conscientions
convictions of duty, indeed, have evil days fallen upon the
Republie.

While I am talking I may just as well speak of some other
matters, Who is it that makes these denunciations? Who is
it that loads the press with these false insinuations? Men who
have always been true and loyal to the party? I think not.
Looking over here, I can see those who one day voted against
the Loud bill on this floor, Democrats who stood firmly and
bravely against the throttling of the country press of the Re-
public; but in the very next Congress, when the identical ques-
tion was up, voted exactly and spoke exactly on the other side
of the question. Did we question them? Did we question
their motives or integrity? No. We accorded that right which

belonged to every one, to vote and act and speak as he believed
to be right regardless of what may have occurred. Again,

these gentlemen are solicitous, some of them, of the integrity of
the Democratic party in organization. Tell me, did you not
stand on this floor and vote for that most consummate of public
plunders, railway subsidies; and who ealled in question your
honor, though, indeed, men differed very seriously upon that
question? Again, in violations of the policies and the doctrines
of the party, there are some who have voted twice within my
knowledge for a ship subsidy and some who have supported it
all along.

Are these men the only guardians of my party and my party's
interests? Are they safe advisers of a cohesive and powerful
party that has for its base that democracy which rests upon the
Constitution and the Declaration of Independence of my coun-
try? Ah, you have made a mistake. Go back to your constitu-
ents, honestly confess that mistake, and then if, indeed, you
want our assistance we will not denounce you as traitors to your
party or your country, but we will say to your constituents—not
like you inferentially say to ours, that we are not worthy to be
returned to this House—we will say to them, they are good men;
they have made these mistakes; forgive them, for they knew not
what they did. [Applause and laughter.]

Are yon ready now to take up the battle-axes of democracy?
You know that every Democrat voted against the rules. Will
you lie supinely and press not the victory? Are you not willing
to stand by your allies on the other side, or have they so soon
deserted? You can not remain in a position of inertia without
a confession of ntter incompetency and inability to control the
affairs of this House. There are 80,000,000 people in this coun-
try devoted to the principles of free government, and in my heart
of hearts I believe the vast majority of the American electorate
is ready to support the Demoecratic party if among its leadership
there can be found the slightest betrayal of a desire to return to
common sense.

Ah, yes, I am not against organization. I am for organiza-
tion, firm, compact, indissoluble organization; an organization
not in secret; an organization that will call every Democrat
upon the floor of this House into its councils; an organization
in support of the principles and policies of my party, resting
on the Constitution of my country, to the honor and glory of
the Republic, and for the preservation of life, liberty, and
property. Give us an organization that will stand for individ-
ualism; an organization that looks upon the common citizen as
the only lawful sovereign of a great republic; an organization
that will drive from its council boards those twin scions of a
bastard democracy, federal paternalism, and state socialism.
Give us a democracy that will stand for law and order, a de-
mocracy that will stand for the equal rights of men on every
foot of American soil. Give us an organization, if you will, so
great and so powerful that it will hold forever ajar the gates
that lead to the temple of American liberty and justice; that
will permit every man to pass its portals and stand proudly
erect under the emblem of his country’s power and under the
Constitution, as the shield of the Nation’s liberty, which will
protect him in all the rights of citizenship; an organization
that will permit no one to minister at the sacred altar of jus-
tice who loves not his country and his fellow-man. [Applause.]

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I have listened with
the most intense interest to the speech of the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. Moox], who has just concluded his address. As
I sat here and listened to that speech there kept running
through my mind that old psalm—

Behold how good a thing it is,
And how becoming well,
'I‘ogther such as brethren are,
unity to dwell.
Apropos of the question he was discussing—the rules—T do not
think that when we are reading the history of this session——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I want to suggest to
the gentleman that he did not get his quotation right.

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Maybe not.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The proper language is—
m‘ﬁgw good and how pleasant it is for brethren to dwell together in

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. I quoted Watts’s version of it.

Mr. GARRETT. May I ask if the gentleman applied it to his
side of the House or ours? i

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. To both sides. It is applicable to
both sides. But apropos of this question of the rules, which
the gentleman so ably discussed. Even the friends of the Reed
rules have never regarded them as anything but a necessary
evil. We endured them just as a man who is vaccinated en-
dures the sickness that follows vaccination in order that he may
escape that which he dreads much more, the terrible scourge of
smallpox.

You upon that side of the House have declaimed against the
Reed rules in the most sirenuous way for the past twelve

.
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years, until your party wrote into your platform a declaration
of what you were going to do when you got an opportunity
to change them. But when your opportunity came you were
as unprepared as were the foolish virgins. You realized then
that it was easier to criticise than to reform. You had ab-
solutely no concrete change for the better that you could
recommend—only the suggestion that we should debate them for
six months longer. Your leader stood upon the floor of this
House covered about by darkness and uncertainfy, and had not
a single drop of oil in his lamp. Then when you were saved
from utter confusion by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Frrzeerarp], who proposed certain amendments to the rules that
I do think relaxed those Reed rules at a point where the
rigidity of the rules produced the most frietion, most irritation,
you upon that side of the House voted against them.

Now, I did not, however, rise to talk about the rules, but can
not refrain from saying that it would be impossible ever to
pass a tariff bill in this great assembly without rules to control
the discussion here. Without those rules we would be talking,
talking, talking a year from now with nothing done.

I am like the gentleman from Washington [Mr. CusEMAN].
I am a protectionist. I was reared in an environment of pro-
tection. I represent a district which was once represented by
McKinley upon the floor of this House. We are protectionists
there. We believe in that same principle which McKinley so
ably advocated and wrote into our tariff system.

Gentlemen upon the other side of this House are continually
talking about the law of supply and demand and that all tariffs
ought to be placed upon a competitive basis., The protectionist
is not troubled about the conmstitutional power vested in Con-
gress to, by a revenue bill, do many other things than merely to
raise revenues. By a tax law, the primary object of which was
not to raise revenue, we put out of circulation a character of
bank currency which the people wished to have retired, and we,
as Republicans, believe that we have ample power to and ought
to stimulate production within our country by limiting the zone
of supply for our internal demands. Thus we have and do,
every time the Republicans pass a tariff bill, modify and amend
that old law of supply and demand. The Dingley bill was an
amendment to this law of supply and demand about which
Democrats are forever talking, The great apostles of protec-
tion in this country have said that by limiting the zone of supply
we would indefinitely increase the production of certain articles
so that the supply would egual the demand. The Dingley bill
was such a bill, and how it carried out and verified the predic-
tions of the old Republican masters !

The Dingley bill has been criticised by the able gentleman
from Alabama because, as he said, in the year 1905, while there
was only a little over $500,000,000 worth of goods affected by
certain schedules, which he criticised as prohibitory sched-
ules, which were imported into this country and upon which the
Government received a revenue, there were over §13,000,000,000
worth of such commodities manufactured in our country. By
the clearest inference in the world, it was and is admitted by
the opponents of the protective principle that production was
wonderfully stimulated in all these protected articles which
were produced within the restricted zone of supply by this legis-
lation, which did amend the law of supply and demand. Do
gentlemen upon the other side, for the mere. purpose of get-
ting a larger revenue out of these schedules, wish fo close down
the great American factory—reduce its output so that the de-
mand for manufactured goods in America shall be met and sat-
isfied by goods produced by the labor of strangers living in
other lands? To what extent would they increase the zone of
supply? What aliquot part of the $13,000,000,000 worth of man-
ufactured goods which we now produce would Democrats take
from the iron and steel workers of my district and yours, to
have those goods manufactured in some other country and
shipped in here so that we could get some revenue by the
change?

The law of supply and demand has been amended by the
Dingley bill, and the question of paramount interest now be-
fore the American public is: To what extent this law of supply
and demand as amended shall be changed in this new legislation,
and to what extent shall we give the splendid markets of our
comuntry to the manufacturers of other lands to stimulate im-
portations for the purpose of raising revenue. Shall we throw
down our barriers of protection so as to permit a large or a
small pecentage of those articles, the manufacture of which
furnishes labor in the cotton mills of New England? Each sec-
tion of the country, while considering the subject of the re-
adjustment of the tariff, wishes to be favored, and feels that it
is its right to have its supply first taken to meet the great com-
mon demand which we call the American market. Representa-
tives should be actuated by the spirit of reeciprocity and should

not forget the needs of other communities, and the Payne bill
should be so framed before its passage that it should not need-
lessly disturb and injure any great industry which has had the
benefit of protection. Itisa law as universal as the law of supply
and demand that production increases as the demand becomes
greater. The Dingley bill restricted the zone of supply for all
those goods which were highly protected in that bill, and as the
demand increased production increased. Many industries drew
to them capital and laboring men who, through a long period of
years, have trained themselves until they have become skilled in
their art, and until we were able, wholly within our own bound-
aries, to produce sufficient to supply the whole Nation’s demands.

It does violence to every sense of fairness which I possess
to hear people on this floor talking now of changing again this
law of supply and demand for the purpose of bringing goods
from other lands merely for the purpose of getting revenue
upon them. I do not believe that any effort should be made to
place our protected industries upon a competitive basis. The
competition which foreign goods in those lines of production
where we can and ought to produce all that we consume has
never benefited anyone and always has been productive of in-
dustrial unrest and discontent, so that when prices have been
reduced by the influx of foreign goods into our country, those
great factories, workshops, and mills, where labor is all or-
ganized in this country, where it is rightfully contending for its
Just dues in our civilization, industrial war commences. When
we have home competition, labor and capital have been able to
go forward in peace. They adjust their differences without
trouble. But when menaced by foreign goods, there comes a
danger which they can not anticipate or measure; then natu-
rally and necessarily follow misunderstanding and disagree-
ment about the raising or cutting of wages. I say those things
for the reason that I am profoundly impressed with the great
importance that rests upon us in the duties which now confront
us. The interests which have been highly protected under the
Dingley bill have adjusted themselves to that law. They have
invested money in accordance with it. They have generally
entered into a fair and generous rivalry, which we call * home
competition,” and now any change which we make from the
schedules in the Dingley bill affecting these interests should be
made with the greatest care.

Opponents of the principles of protection forever contend that
protection necessarily enhances prices. They give entirely too
much aredit to the importation of foreign goods for lowering
prices in the past.

The encouragement by past legislation of great manufactur-
ing enterprises has all along the line lowered prices of such
articles in this country to a point where now it can be asserted
with confidence that never before in the history of this
country was the price of like articles so low in comparison
with all other articles of value as it is to-day. When I left
home to come down to attend this session of Congress a
farmer could exchange 4 pounds of butter for a hundred-pound
keg of wire nails; 40 dozen of eggs would buy a ton of pig
iron. It almost seems that one would be better off to own a
little chicken farm near some great industrial center than to
own a blast furnace. A farmer out in Nebraska is said not
long ago to have gone to a general merchandise store to pur-
chase a buggy. He was shown a very nice buggy, and told
that its price was $62. He said: “I bought a buggy like that
in 1896 for $50.” This was promptly denied, but the farmer
insisted that he was right. The storekeeper consulted his
books and returned, saying he was mistaken, “ but you paid in
exchange for that buggy 500 bushels of corn at 10 cents per
bushel. Corn is now 60 cents per bushel, and if you will bring
in 500 bushels of corn now I will give you that buggy at $62.
I will give you a sulky cultivator at $25, I will give you a
reaper and binder worth $125, I will give you $50 in money,
and I will have still $38.”

There is abundant evidence that in every line of merchandise
that is imported into this country the importers are most thor-
oughly eombined, and, as in the case of pottery, other prices are
most exorbitant where we have not home competition. We are,
then, at their mercy absolutely, and they do exactly what the
Government of Brazil is now doing with respect to coffee.
Brazil substantially has our coffee market, and believing as
they do that we must buy our coffee from them, they are putting
on coffee an export duty, and the limit of their extortion will
be reached only when the American consumer refuses to use
Brazilian coffee. This fact justifies the countervailing duty
upon coffee.

Mr. Chairman, it has been contended on the floor of this House
that there was some pledge of the Republican party to revise
the tariff downward, and if that understanding had not gone
broadecast all over the country that we would have failed in the
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last election. That is not my experience. I was right in the
great industrial center in this country and I know that the
Demoerats upon the stump all over my State and all over that
section of the country attempted to make the people there be-
lieve that there was no difference between the two parties upon
the subject of the tariff, It was the burden of every Democratic
speech made in Ohio.

True, the platforms of the two parties were somewhat alike,
both declaring for revision, and the contention upon the part
of every Democratic speaker through that section of the coun-
try was that our platform upon that subject was the same as
the Democratiec platform; and we were being thrust backward,
were in retreat, defeated, until the ambiguity of our platform
was resolved and made certain by the great representative of
our party. And I want to call attention to the situation at that
time in the contest.

Secretary Taft, now President Taft, in his speech said that
the Republican platform in declaring for a reyvision meant that
where the tariffs were too high they should be revised down-
ward, and where they did not afford sufficient protection they
were to be revised upward. That made definite and certain
what the Republican party meant at a time before the votes
were cast. I immediately saw a different look upon the face of
the man who was carrying his dinner pail to work from that
time on. There was a change. You could feel it in the air. I
deny that there is a sentiment abroad or that that sentiment is
at all dominant in this country, to depart one iota from the
principle of protecting American interests.

The protective feature of a revenue bill performs the func-
tion of a barrier or wall to prevent the coming in of goods.
Where our tariffs should be protective the greatest care should
be exercised in keeping them high enough; when they relate
to these things which our people should produce they should be
prohibitive. I fear that in making reductions that the Ways
and Means Committee have given foo much weight entirely to
the statements with reference to better equipment of the fac-
tories and mills of this country than in the mills of Europe.
Much emphasis is placed upon the ability of our manufacturers
to sell at low prices because of the excellent character of the
machinery they have, although they pay a high rate of wages,
and no one seems to consider at all the faet that Europe is
rapidly equipping its great plants with our machinery, copying
our methods, and will in a short time have every advantage we
have in the way of labor-saving devices. To base a tariff that
is competitive upon the actual cost of production now, when we
are using the very best of machinery, and the mills of Germany
and Belgium not having yet discarded that which they are about
to throw away and adopt our better ones, is, in my judgment,
very careless legislation.

It is almost sure to bring to our protected industries a com-
petition that will prove ruinous in a short period, indeed. It is
a matter of most vital importance that the bill we are now pre-
paring should be prepared with a distinet reference to this
thought, else it will have to be revised in a few years again,
and revisions of the tariff always will bring on business un-
certainty and depression. If I am correct in the position I have
urged to your attention, that in those industries which we de-
termine to protect tariff rates should be high enough to keep
out foreign goods, it becomes imperative that our revenues be
derived upon other articles upon which it is our policy to levy a
tariff for the purpose of raising revenue and giving incidental
protection. Taxation is always distasteful. No one cares to be
taxed, but it is necessary, and it will produce far less dissatis-
faction if revenues are raised upon goods which compete in the
market with out own products, either of a class of which we
can not produce sufficient for our demands or, like iron ore,
taken from our natural resources, which will never reproduce
itself, and which should be our policy to conserve for future
generations.

I think that the wool schedule is all right. It is upon a
revenue-producing basis and gives incidental protection. That
is true aiso of the tariff upon lumber. It is practically upon
a revenue basis as carried in the Payne bill.

I believe we should place a tariff on iron ore great enough
to get considerable revenue from that source, and low enough
g0 that not a ton of ore from Cuba may be excluded by reason
of it.

Both coal and hides should stay, in my judgment, in this
elass, and should be taxed for the purpose of raising revenue.
Many people in the United States earnestly ask their retention
upon the protected list; and a tax raised in this way will have
some friends, at least, whereas to raise the revenue upon tea
and coffee would meet with universal disfavor.

I took occasion to address the House, because I believe that
certain changes should be made in this bill. I want to express

my approval in the main of the bill that the Ways and Means
Committee have presented to the House, but I think its best
features are where it kept closest to the Dingley bill.

I invite the committee's attention, first, to a section of this
bill which I believe ought to be changed. It is section 116, un-
der Schedule ¢—* Metals and manufactures of.”” The bill, as
written, provides for a tax on iron in pigs coming into this
country of $2.50 per ton. The Dingley bill provided $4 per ton
on pig iron and scrap iron of every form. Now, this bill makes
a difference between pig iron and scrap iron. It says:

Wrought and cast scrap fron and scrap steel, 50 cents per ton.

Every pound of serap iron, either cast or wrought serap iron
that is remanufactured takes the place of pig iron. Every
pound of wrought-iron scrap and cast-iron scrap supplants so
much pig iron.

I have read the hearings of the Ways and Means Committee
on this subject, and the committee evidently allow a difference
between pig iron and scrap iron because certain manufacturers
insisted that there was a lack of wrought serap iron in our
market.

The great percentage of all the iron that goes out to be used
will come back in six, seven, or eight years to be remanufac-
tured. Thousands of tons of railroad rails will return after the
lapse of about seven years. Seven years is about the average
life of a steel rail, and it will come back into our scrap-iron
market. The manufacture of open-hearth steel requires a cer-
tain percentage of wrought iron or wrought steel. The idea
of the committee in framing this schedule as it is framed was
to afford sufficient scrap iron to help the manufacturers of
open-hearth and basic steel to have sufficient serap iron for
them to carry on their operatioms.

It seems to me that if there is anything that is just and fair,
it is to afford those people who use steel rails and who are
compelled to buy their steel rails in a protected market, a pro-
tected market in which to sell their serap. There will be an
abundance of it - The matter came up in the committee in its
hearings, and the pig-iron manufacturers did not seem to sus-
pect that there would ever be a disposition to make any differ-
ence between pig iron and scrap iron.

There is another thing that evidently escaped the attention of
the committee. The language in this bill is: “ Iron in pigs.” I
call the attention of the committee to the fact that every pro-
vision in a tariff bill is construed most favorably in favor of
the importer. Every taxing law belongs to that class of laws,
which are strictly construed. It is a law in derogation of pri-
vate right, and is strictly construed. If there be even any am-
biguity, it will be resolved in favor of the man paying the tax.
If there be two meanings, that meaning must be accepted which
is most in his favor.

This bill says, *iron in pigs.” Most gentlemen know how pig
iron is manufactured. Now, the blast furnaces in Hurope im-
porting pig iron into this country would simply run its metal
into some other form—break it up into serap—and it could not
bear the duty on “iron in pigs.” I think an amendment should
go through, correcting this,

Mr. GARRETT. May I ask the gentleman, have not there
been decisions clearly stating and defining what is serap iron?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Yes; this bill defines what serap
iron shall be. There is no trouble about that. But the metal
that I speak of, being broken up and brought in here, if it is
not It]m!ue(l the 50 cents tax as scrap iron it will not pay duty
at all.

Mr, GARRETT. Is it the gentleman’s contention that under
this bill iron can come in here that had not really been manu-
factured in some product?

Mr, KENNEDY of Ohio. Yes, sir; it would come in here and
pay a duty as scrap or come in free. That is my judgment. It
could not pay a tax as “iron in pigs,” because they would take
(i'a re {:hﬂt it had never been molded into pigs. That is the point

make.

Now, on page 28, there is a proviso, on line 8, paragraph 118,
which is:

Provided further, That all iron bars, blooms, billets, or sizes or shapes
of xmg kind, in the manufacture of which charcoal is used as fuel, shall
be subject to a duty of $6 per ton.

The old duty,in the Dingley law was $12, and this reduces
the tariff on charcoal iron bars from $12 to $6, while it leaves
the ordinary merchant bar iron at $8.

Now, the only thing that I can find in the hearings that would
seem to justify so extraordinary a change of law, placing this
higher grade of iron below the ordinary merchant iron, seems
to be a letter which I find on page 1944 of the hearings, of Mr.
James A. Coe, an importer, I take it. He is called an “iron
and steel merchant,” of Newark, N. J. The point he makes in
his letter is that Swedish iron smeltered by the use of charcoal
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is necessary to make our high grade of cutlery, and therefore
that it ought to come in free. Now, this matter seems to be one
that was overlooked by these people who have, in this country,
been manufacturing iron by precesses that make as good iron
as charcoal iron and as good iron as the Swedish iron. The
new process of making steel, known as the “basic and open-
hearth process,” makes as good iron as the Swedish iron by
keeping out of the metallic iron the impurities that are brought
into it by smelting the iron with coal

Pliosphorus and sulphur in coal depreciate the value of iron.
By the basic process of making steel the heat is blown down
on top of the iron, and the sulphur and other impurities do not
pass Into the steel at all. So that by our modern processes
we make as good iron as they can make in Sweden or anywhere
else by the charcoal process. I think that that should be cor-
rected, because in making changes from the Dingley law they
ought to be made in a sort of uniform way, so0 as not to misad-
just and make trouble for the manufacturers who make steel
by the open-hearth and basic process, If any industry in this
country should be protected, it should be those using new nieth-
ods, which are being perfected every day.

There is one other thing I would like to call the commitiee’s
attention to, When the Dingley law went into effect there were
a great many tin-plate mills started in my distriet.

A great industry was built up. Thousands of men learned
the trade of making tin plate. I think, perhaps, capitalists and
workingmen overestimated the needs of this couniry in the
matter of tin plate. At any rate, the tin-plate mills throughout
the North are idle a greater part of the year than any other
mills we have that are interested in the iron trade. The labor-
ing men come through me with a petition to this ITouse. They
ask the American Congress to amend this bill so that one-half
the rebate paid on tin plate manufactured into cans and sent
out again shall be retained, and it seems to me that their appeal
is reasonable and that it ought to be acceded to. They tell-me
that they are willing to throw off 25 per cent from their scale
of wages if the Congress will only do this, to help them to
manufacture the tin plate that goes into export tin. Tin cans
are made from the tin plate that is brought into this country.
There is scarcely any labor in making the tin cans, A machine
has been invented and is in operation which is so perfect that
all the work that is done is to feed the tin plate into the ma-
chine. An engineer, a fireman, and one man to feed the plate
into the machine and another to take the completed cans away
as they come out completely made, scldered up, and everything,
is all the work there is about it.

There is another thing that I want to call to the attention of
the House.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. Before the gentleman
Jeaves that tin-plate proposition I should like to ask him who
gets the benefit of the drawback on tin cans?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Do you want that answer from a
Democratic standpoint or a Republican?

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. No; I want the facts, I
do not care what standpoint it is from.

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. It is the same old question. I
would say to the gentleman——

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carclina. I am not talking about
consumers and producers, but I want to know who the people
are that really get this tin plate manufactured into cans and
sgend it abread. Is it not the Standard Oil Company?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. I am told that they are the ex-
porters of 85 per cent of the tin cans that go abroad. Now, I
have no definite knowledge on that subject, but it seemed to me
that that was an overestimate. I know there are a great many
cans that go abroad from the different canning establishments
throughout the North. A great many are used by the meat
packers, and I know that the export tin, going from this country
back to Europe, is very considerable.

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a
guestion for information?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Certainly.

Mr. STANLEY. What would be the effect on the manufac-
ture of cans, especially by the Standard Oil Company, if these
rebates were cut in half? Would the oil be shipped abroad in
large tanks and put into cans in foreign countries, or would they
necessarily be forced still to put it in cans here?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. I hope they would be foreed to put
it in cans here, but I do not know. It seems to me there would
be no economy in putting their oil in cans here. But having
those cans made here is of no advantage to this country, or very
little; it is negligible. The labor expended in making the cans
amounts to nothing, and we are paying out more in administer-
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ing this tariff that we collect than the 1 per cent which we
retain.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia.
collect and pay back?

Mr, KENNEDY of Ohio. Yes; it costs far more to administer
the law, so far as the export tin is concerned, than we get out
of it; and I think it wounld produce more revenue to retain 50
per cent, or a larger per cent, at all events, than we now retain.

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. Do we not also get the benefit of
the manufacture of the tin plate from which the cans are made?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. That is what I want. If a rebate
is not given to so great an extent on this tin plate, we will
make the tin plate here, :

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. But if the effect is to transies
that industry across the water, we will not only lose the making
of the can, but the making of the tin plate from which the
can is made.

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio.
not a particle of it.

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan.
but we make the tin plate.

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Not a bit of it that the Standard
Oil Company uses. Not a bit of the tin in the cans that go
abroad is made in this country. All that tin plate is shipped
in from abroad. The tin plate that we make is for domestic
consumption. There is $1,200,000 of tariff collected on tin im-
ported into this country, and all except $100,000 of that money
is paid back when it is exported again in the form of tin cans,
by the Standard Oil Company and by the beef packers and the
other canning establishments that send peas and corn and
products of that kind abroad.

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. Does the gentleman mean that no
Ameriean tin plate is used to make cans that are sent abroad?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Not a particle. Nobody would use
American tin with such a law as this. They do not use a single
pound of American tin to export abroad.

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Certainly,

Mr. MANN. I think the gentleman would hardly want to go
as far as he appears to go in saying that no domestie tin cans
are exported.

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. I mean no appreciable amount.
There may occasionally be a can go over in some fellow’s trunk.

Mr. MANN. Obh, a great deal more than that. I suppose
that what the gentleman is endeavoring to show is that the tin
plate imported is all exported, although I have no doubt from
my own knowledge that a large amount of tin cans are shipped
abroad which are made of tin plate of domestic manufacture,

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Possibly so, but I doubt if there is
any considerable amount of domestic tin that goes abroad.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman said that 85 per cent of the
Standard Oil Company tin plate—

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Eighty-five per cent of imported
tin, I said, goes to the Standard Oil Company.

Mr. MANN. But there are a great many other concerns that
use tin plate now on a large scale.

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. I do not believe that that state-
ment of 85 per cent being used by the Standard Oil Company
is correct, It seems to me the number of cans used by packers
of meats and fruits and cereal products is so considerable that
that must be a misstatement. It would be of great benefit to
the workmen in my district if they might make the tin plate
that goes into the meat packers’ cans and into the cans of the
different eanning factories that are exported abroad.

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr., KENNEDY of Ohio. Certainly.

Mr. GARRETT. Would not that principle hold good through-
out the manufactures; and if the drawback provision ought
to be amended in regard to tin plate, ought it not also be
amended as regards all of the manufactures, from a protection
standpoint?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Not in the same way. There are
things that come in where the principle would be different.
There might be iron and steel come to this country for the
manufacture of a ship and the work be done in our great yards,
and as to that material to manufacture the ship it would be as
much in line with our policy of so amending and changing the
law of supply and demand as to compel the work to be done
here. Now I would not urge this at all if the manufacture of
tin cans amounted to anything in the way of encouraging
American labor or bringing work here for them. It is only be-
cause there is no labor furnished by these manufactures here, or
g0 nearly none that it is negligible, Take the item of machinery
brought back to this country to be repaired—that is in accord

You mean this tariff which we

We do not make the tin plate now,

Oh, we do not produce the tin,
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with the policy of our party in framing a protective tariff; we
want to compel, if need be, certain things to be made here.

Mr, STANLEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Certainly.

Mr. STANLEY. I see that the gentleman is thoroughly ac-
quainted with his subject, and I am very much interested in it.
Speaking accurately, there are two kinds of tin plate used in
this country, plate that Is used for domestic consumption and
that used for foreign export.

5 Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. They are the same kind of plate, I
elieve,

Mr. STANLEY. One is fin plate and the other is tinned plate.

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. There is no tin plate in the sense
that it is all made of tin. All tin plate is simply a steel sheet
coated with tin.

Mr. STANLEY. Is there not a vast difference between the
process used in the plate for export and the process used in the
plate for domestic consumption, in the quantity and character of
the tin used in the covering for the steel sheet?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Not that I know of. They make tin
plate in Wales the same as we do here, and we make it here the
same as they do in Wales. We started to make tin plate by
employing skilled workmen from Wales.

Under the Dingley bill all exporters of anything that was
packed in tin got their tin plate from Wales, paid the duty,
made their tin into cans, filled the cans, sent them back, and
drew the money back, all but 1 per cent.

Now, if this bill can be amended so that this tin plate, or a
considerable portion of it, can be made here, it will start our idle
tin-plate mills to work again; and I think, under all the condi-
tiong, it should appeal to every man on this side of the House
that that should be done.

Mr. GARRETT. If I understand correctly, the distinction be-
tween the tin that is exported and the other products that are
exported is largely in the fact that the tin is not exported for
sale abroad, but to carry within it some of our goods, while
boots and shoes, for instance, are exported to be sold abroad.

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. That is a fact.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Yes; certainly.

Mp. COX of Indiana. I am intensely interested in hearing
that drawback section of the law discussed. As I read section
23 of the law, it gives to the ship manufacturers in this country
the right to import free raw material and work it into a ship
for foreign ownership, or a ship that is to be sailed in foreign
trade and under foreign flags. That is correct, is it not?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Yes,

Mr. COX of Indiana. Does not the gentleman believe that
the same law should give the shipbuilders in this country the
right to have free raw material to build ships for American
ownership and to sail under the American flag?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. No.

AMr. COX of Indiana. In other words, does not the gentle-
man believe that that is a discrimination in favor of the foreign
owner of the ship or the foreign trade, as against the American
shipowner or American trade, and free raw material is given to
one and not to the other?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. We are all tied up together. If
this policy of the Republican party is at all tenable, every in-
terest must submit to it. The shipping, the ships that carry
the trade of this country and carry the American flag, ought
to, as much as any other interest in the country, patronize and
employ the materinls that are made by workmen of Youngs-
town and Pittsburg. If it is at all tenable that is so, and I
believe its justification is the fact that we do so control the Jaw
of supply and demand that we can and ought to make this
country prosperous when they have hard times and panies in
other countries. I believe that if it is worked out carefully
by studious men, in a scientific manner, there is no reason why
we in America should be plunged down to the depths every
time bard conditions affiict Europe and the rest of the world.
America i8 an empire in herself, We would do mighty well
if every other country in the world would sink to-morrow
beneath the sea. We could live in and of ourselves and by our
own resources, and to allow cheap goods to come in here and
plunge us into hard times, make strikes in our factories, and
paralyze operations here is not statesmanlike. I believe in a
protective tariff.

Mr. COX of Indiana. I am not trying to bother the gentle-
man, Mr. Chairman, but I am trying to elicit information if I
can get it. Will not the gentleman agree to this proposition,

then, that if the shipbuilders in this country get free material
to construct and build ships for foreign ownership, or to ply
in foreign trade, that is giving to that class of people a cheaper
vessel over the American owners?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio.
about that.

Certainly; there is no question

Mr. COX of Indiana. Does the gentleman believe that is
right, to discriminate in favor of the foreigner as against the
American?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. We get even with the foreign ves-
sel by keeping her from engaging in our coastwise trade, and
the foreign vessel is not worth as much as though she carried
the American flag and were chartered an American vessel. We
give that drawback to get foreigners to build vessels in our
shipyards. If we did not do this, they would have their vessels
built abroad.

Mr, COX of Indiana. Does the gentleman believe that be-
cause the foreign vessel that is constructed for either foreign
trade or foreign ownership is eliminated from the coastwise
trade ten months in the year, that will equal the difference
between the cost of the vessel into which those free raw mate-
rials are put, as compared to the cost of the vessel into which
those duty-taxed raw materials go?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I have no informa-
tion on that subject, I think, other than the gentleman has.

Mr. COX of Indiana. I will say to the gentleman that I have
not any, and I am trying to find out some information.

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Now, I want to call the attention
of the committee to another thing in this tariff bill, and I want
to congratulate the committee on having immensely improved
upon the Dingley bill in section 11, found on page 211 of the
printed bill.
thMI"' HARDY., Will the gentleman allow a guestion right

ere?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Certainly.

Mr. HARDY. Can the gentleman see any reason why the
same principle that permits free tin to come into the United
States for the benefit of the Standard Oil Company’s canning
process should not allow free steel and free material of every
kind to come into the United States to build ships for our mer-
chant marine?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. The tin was permitted to come in
free, practieally free, paying only 1 per cent of the duty——

Mr. HARDY. Well, we call that free.

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Yes; it is substantially free—on the
theory that there would be a great amount of labor expended
and employed in this country in the manufacture of tin cans, in
the manufacture of that tin before it is reexported. That has
turned out to be a good deal of a delusion.

Mr. HARDY. Would not the same theory prompt the idea
that free importation of shipbunilding materials would permit
laborers to build ships?

Mr, KENNEDY of Ohio. That is the same idea carried in
this bill, to allow foreign material to come in here to build
ghips, provided they do not engage in our coastwise trade; that
should be monopolized by the American vessel, built with Amer-
ican steel and American material, and it is the American idea,
gentlemen, that I think will prevail in this country.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have in my district a large industry in
pottery. They have been making pottery of all kinds—dishes
and tableware. They have built up a great industry in Amer-
ica, and they have had a particularly difficult row to hoe of
late years, because of undervaluation. I have never been able
to understand why it is in the levying of an ad valorem duty
that we have paid any attention whatever to foreign values,
but we have, for some unaccountable reason. It seems to me
to be unscientific; it leads to all kinds of inconsistencies.

For instance, the protective idea has always been that our
tariff should be sufficient to bridge the space between the cost
abroad and the cost here. Our ad valorem duties, as at present
based upon the foreign market value, do not do this, and it is
impossible with any certainty to bridge the distance between
the cost price abroad and here. This was brought out in the
hearings upon the pottery schedule in the most remarkable way.
Pottery comes from England. The English seem to give a fair
home price and invoice their goods at a price that seems to be
fair. The very same articles, the identical things, coming from
Germany in the last nine years have paid a duty of a little
over one-half of the duty that same thing coming from Eng-
land would pay, because the Germans in some way undervalue
their pottery. The Holland tea is a specific thing that is made
by the German potters, and made by the English potters as well.
It is a teacup and saucer. The English invoice price, coming
to this market for the payment of duty, was 35 and a fraction
cents per dozen. The same thing of exactly the same material,
made in the same way and selling at the same price in this
country, but coming from Holland and Germany, was appraised
for taxation and paid a tariff at a valuation of 19 cents——

Mr. MANN. Where from?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. From Holland, Germany, and
France. That it is the deliberate intention of the foreign ship-
pers to nullify the effect of our tariff laws is fully proven by
the following, being part of an address made behind closed
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doors by the chairman at a meeting of the National Chamber
of Commerce, held at Berlin:
ADDEESS AT BERLIN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE.

As a fact, the United States is not dependent for its existence upon
the collection of duties, and it can afford to allow the falll off of
revenues in this direction for what they claim * the general good.”
From this standpoint it Is clear that in the administration of the
tariff is concealed the power and purpose to make the entry of certain
competing articles as difficult as possible, and to carry this out the
United States government agents resort to the meanest and smallest
measures.

The first of these is the certification of the invoices by consular offi-
cers stationed in various districts of the Empire, Second, the investi-

tions by customs officials as to the correctness of statements in the
nvoices which have not the foree or effect of an oath in the German
l'!mglre. Third, the reexamination in cases where there is reason to
doubt wvalues by agents of their treasury department; and fourth, by
the high penalties added for undervaluation. Naturally we all admit
that an actual swindle is incorrect in any business transaction, but
“undervaluation ” should mnot he treated as such unless positively
proved. However, no such elasticity is to be found in the minds of
American customs officials, who treat *“ undervaluation,” as they call
it, as fraudulent, and they at once apply the usual penalties. Our
goods have n exported to England and the United States at lower

rices than those for the home market, and there have been more or
ess low values for the state, and in some cases what would be there
termed * fraud,” and such are the conditions at the present time.

“ Market wvalue,” as defined under American law, is the wholesale
price at the time of export, and our trouble lies in having two sets of
prices—one for export and the other for home trade. We have to resort
to a division of shipments under the so-called * $100 clause” to keep
our matters secret, save fees, and avold control on that side.

Declarations in invoices comgc!ling all sorts of statements as to how
the goods were obtained, whether by purchase or otherwise, values in
detail, and charges of every character are the ecrowning point in the
prying curiosity practiced under the American customs laws.

’,Yl‘hese thin, all lead to abuses, and we are promised that the
means of gaining information through American consuls and agents will
be shut off. Our boards of trade are fully awake to the dangers that
sgurround us, and in making every effort to close the doors against this
abuse they are hoping for the whole support of the Government,

Experience has taught that the workings of paragraph 8 of the
Dingley tariff has not fulfilled the purpose for which it was created,
but, on the contrary, the information gained under this regulation
conecerning costs of production has been so defective that in many cases
it has been misleading, because through the prudence of our officials
we have taken care that investigations of this character shall throw
little light upon the actual value of their consignments,

In many eases trouble has been avoided by having Invoices con-
sulated remote from distriets in which the goods are manufactured,
but we must follow up this whole gquestion as to the rights of consular
and other officers to pry into our business for the sole purpose of keep-
ing out our merchandise, and in this we are assum& otp the cordial
support of our Government. . Such treatment on the part of American
officials and the cause for it is plain, and now that concessions must
be made by the American Government, if we stand together firmly
as a body, aided and sulp[;]orted by our board of trade, we can brin
aho&it a change that will be of untold benefit to our American expo
trade.

Our ad valorem duties have been levied always in the most
unscientific way. Every ad valorem duty should be based on
the price in this country. The ad valorem duty should be the
jdeal duty. Every just tax is based upon the value of the
thing taxed and should be the value at the place where taxed.
Goods are coming now to this country from Japan that are sell-
ing here at wholesale at an advance of 500 per cent of the price
in Japan upon which they pay duty. Great potteries are be-
ing constructed now in both China and Japan intended to man-
ufacture pottery for our market. Under the vicious method
which we follow we are now taxing England, the fairest of all
our trade rivals, more than any of the other nations. The
way in which we, in the last series of years, have treated Eng-
land in this regard, if we had not the justification of our own
blundering ignorance as a defense, would almost justify war
against us. Their pottery has been driven out of our market
.by pottery coming from the Continent, and to show the way in
which such pottery was appraised for taxation I shall print in
the Recorp in this connection a statement showing the valua-
tions placed upon pottery by our Treasury Department, com-
ing from Germany to the United States from 1900 to 1907, as
given in the statistics of our own Treasury Department. In
another column will appear the valuations as given in the offi-
cial statistical reports of exports from Germany to this country
during the same period as shown by German statisties,

STATEMENT.

Domestic exports f“rnm Gef'many to the United States, and general im-
ports into the United States from Germany, of earthen, stone, and
china ware during the calendar years of 1500 to 1907,

Exports from| Imports into

Year.

The vicé of it all is that if the protective tariff is intended
to bridge the distance between the cost abroad and the cost here,
we are putting the lower tax upon the countries where labor is

cheapest. Take any article—take the hat I wear. If its cost
in France was $1 and its cost here is $2, the tariff ought to be
a dollar. If youn base it upon the cost in France, we would

say 100 per cent; if we base it on the wholesale price at which
it sells here, it should be 50 per cent. Fifty per cent on our
price would produce $1, and 100 per cent on the price abroad
would produce £1. But, now, suppose it costs but a quarter to
make it somewhere else. Under the vicious method which has
obtained in this country we have taxed the lowest-priced goods
least, whereas if there is anything in our policy of protection,
we should have taxed them most. Now, it may be interesting
to know——

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. May I ask the gentleman to
give us some instance of where we tax the lowest-paid labor
less?

Mr. EENNEDY of Ohio. Why, we tax, for instance, a dinner
set of pottery made in Japan a certain percentage ad valorem
upon the cost of that dinner set in Japan, and the cost of it is
only one-fifth of what it sells for wholesale in our market,

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Now, does this bill change that?

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. It changes it materially, but I want
to call the committee’s attention to the fact that it will not pro-
tect us, the potters of my district, from the ruinous competition
which they fear will come in the near future from China and
Japan. I will call the committee’s attention to the change made.
I believe this is the way the ad valorem duties should be as-
sessed : I think that the duty should be assessed upon the price,
the specific price, at which the importer sells his goods in our
market, That is the correct and ideal way of taxing. We
should value the property at the place where taxed. If that
method were adopted, there would be no trouble in finding out
what the market price was. A simple provision that the im-
porter should simply make declaration giving the invoice of his
goods, a sworn statement of what goods he is bringing in, and
a statement of what he expects to sell them for, will—

Mr. COX of Indiana. Then, I understand the gentleman, that
would be the home price in the United States?

erf KENNEDY of Ohio., Yes; what he expects to sell whole-
sale for.

Mr. COX of Indiana. That is the uniform practice upon
which all taxes are based.

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Yes; if you view this tax as some-.
thing paid for the privilege of exploiting our market, if he sells
high he ought to pay more. Then let him pay the duty on the
price he expects to sell the goods at. Require him under pen-
alty to report immediately upon sale or report, at all events,
within a certain time just what he sold them for and to whom.
If he is compelled to sell under the value, give him a rebate:
if he sells for more, let him pay the surplus duty; and the bill
would execute itself. An army of taxgatherers, possibly, would
be out of business, but that is no reason why we should not get
ad valorem duties to a scientific basis.

This section 11 down to a certain point is the same as section
11 in the Dingley bill. Then, it has this added proviso; there
are some other changes, but this one I wish to call to the com-
mittee's attention:

The actual market valne or wholesale price, as defined by law, of
any Imported merchandise which is consigned for sale in the United
States, or which is not actually sold and freely offered for sale in usual
wholesale quantities in the open market of the country of exportation
to all purchasers, shall not in any case be appraised at less than the
wholesale price at which such or similar imported merchandise is
actually sold and freely offered for sale in usual qguantities in the
United States in the open market to all purchasers, due allowance by
dedunction being made for estimated duties thereon, cost of transporta-
tion, insurance, and other necessary expenses from the place of ship-
ment to the place of delivery, and a reasonable commission, not exceed-
ing 10 per cent, if any of the same has been paid.

This is limited, you will notice, to goods that are consigned.

Mr. HUBBARD of West Virginia. If the gentleman will
allow me, I think it is not limited entirely to goods that are con-
signed. -

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. It includes more than that. It in-
cludes goods that are consigned and also goods coming from a*
country where there is no market value,

Mr. HUBBARD of West Virginia. Although, in fact, they
are sold and not merely consigned.

Mr. KENNEDY of Ohio. Yes; where there is no market.
If the importer can not show that there is a wholesale open
market in the country where the goods are made, now, that will
give to our people protection for their industries, so far as
European goods are concerned, but as to China and Japan, I
fear it would be wholly inadequate.

I had a very close and intimate friend who operated a steel
plant a few years ago in Hankow, China, He told me that in
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that steel plant labor cost him 7 cents in our money per day,
and that was not an eight-hour day, either.

Now, all of the wvalue that is in pottery consists in labor.
The clay costs nothing, except the labor to get it out. 8o that
it is all labor, we may say. They make pottery to-day as
they made pottery in Job's time, namely, on a wheel. They
have different methods of decorating, but the formation and
the making of the pottery has not changed in its method for
four thousand years, I expect. They used to run a wheel by
tramping a treadle. Now they have a shaft and a belt to
operate that wheel

But it is substantially all labor. And it seems to me prepos-
terous to pay any attention to a market in countries where men
work for 7 cents a day, and base an ad valorem duty upon that
to bridge the difference between the cost price there and here.

I want to call the attention of the committee again to the fact
that an ad valorem duty that wounld protect the potters against
ruinous competition from those eastern countries would be so
high that it would exclude every piece of pottery coming from
any other country save China and Japan.

Now, it has occurred to me that if the committee would but
amend this so that it would read:

The actual market value or wholesale price, as defined by law, of any
fmported merchandise which is sold or consigned.

Writing in the words “sold or ™ before the words “ consigned
for =ale in the United States” would be an improvement. Then
strike out all words after the words “ United States” down to
the word “ shall,” in line 9. That would enable us to have pro-
tection against the goods coming from China or Japan.

Failing this, there ought to be a specific duty of so much per
pound placed mpon pottery in the alternative, providing that
our duties fixed earlier in the bill should not in any case be
less than so much per pound, so as to give some protection.
Make this specific duty low enough so that it will not affect
pottery coming from European countries. This request seems
to be not unreasonable, and I urge it with all earnestness, be-
lieving and feeling that it ought to be granted. The potters of
my district have a right to claim it as their due by reason of a
specific pledge in the platform of the Republican party. The
platform as written at Chicago did not go so far, but at a time
long before the votes were counted, the platform was au-
thoritatively interpreted by the only one who had authority
to pledge the party’s faith, or to interpret doubtful provisions
in that platform. Our leader said upon the stump that revi-
sion in the Republican platform meant that when duties were
too high they should be lowered; that where they were too low
to give adeguate protection they should be raised, and in that
gsame speech the only industry which he specifically named as
inadequately protected was the American potter. His inter-
pretation was everywhere accepted and the votes were cast with
that opnderstanding. [Applaunse.]

Mr. EDWARDS of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, many able and
interesting speeches have been made in the House since the
tariff bill made its appearance. The speeches have ranged all
the way from three minutes to nine hours in length, and almost
every conceivable phase of the tariff question has been discussed.
It is not my purpose to go into detail in a discussion of this
important question, but 1 propose to take up certain articles
in which the people of my section of the country are interested
and to tell you briefly of a few things that they want in the
way of tariff legislation. I feel that I would be very unfaithful
indeed were 1 not to speak out at this time for what will be of
benefit for my section. Of eourse I can not hope to go into detail
in the short time allotted to me, but I can and will refer gener-
ally to a few things of vital interest to my people and our
industries.

1 am indebted to our distinguished leader, Hon. CHAMP CrLARK,
of Missouri, for the suggestion made in his speech on the 25th of
this month that “ Nobody can blame people for wanting to take
care of themselves.,” Indeed, self-preservation is the first law
of nature. This is true in commerce, in legislation, and in
everything. The people of my section of the country want to be
taken care of, and I think that a IRlepresentative should be com-
mended for striving to take care of the interest of the people
whom he represents.

In his great tariff speech to which I have just referred, Mr.
Crarx also said that * every man has a theory as to how a tariff
bill should be built, and yet nobody has ever adhered strictly
to a theory for framing one, and, what is more, nobody ever
will.” I regard Mr, Cragrk as perhaps the best authority, from

a Democratie standpoint, in this country on the tariff question.

Mr. CLARE also said:

Up to a certain point, on any article that is made in the United
States as well as abroad, a tariff rate is both & revenue rate and a pro-
tective rate, and no human being ever had or can have the ingenuity to
separate them, * * *

For instance, I might say that I am in favor

of putting a 25-cent rate on a certain article for the purposes of rey-
enue, and my friend from Michigan [Mr. Foroxey] might say that he is
in favor of pattin%a 25-cent rate on the same thing as protection. The
upshot of it would be that I would get my revenue and the gentleman
from Michigan his protection, whether I wanted him to get it or not.

I take it that it would be next to impossible to get a bill in
here that would satisfy everybody, because there is such a
diversity of interest represented in this House. That is the
reason for having congressional districts and a Representative
from each of those districts, because no one man, nor even a
few men could, or would, know the needs of every section of the
country; and while I regret to see the elections roll around so
rapidly, I take it that it was a wise provision to keep the Repre-
sentatives closely in touch with the people in order that their
needs might be better understood and taken care of, and in
order that the interest of no section might be neglected.

Where there is a diversity of interest there is bound to be
a difference of opinion, even among Democrats. I take it that
there is a wide difference of opinion as to many schedules of
the tariff bill on both sides of the House, for there are over
4,000 articles referred to in the bill

The true cbject of a tariff should be to raise revenue only
to meet the expenses of the Government. The tariff is un-
guestionably a tax, and taxes should only be levied to meet
necessities. [Applause.]

My idea is that instead of increasing the tariff and placing
additional burdens upon those who are the least able to stand
it, that the expenses of the Government should be substantially
reduced. The expenses of this Government are enormous. The
tendency has been to raise salaries all along the line for several
years; it should have been to decrease them in many cases and
follow a strict plan of economy. By strict economy a great
saving could have been made in many ways. It was, in my
opinion, a great mistake when the salaries of Senators and
Congressmen were raised from $5,000 to $7,500, for it has been
an excuse for increasing hundreds of other salaries. I was not
in Congress when this salary increase was made or I would
have opposed it, and I have at this session introduced a bill
to reduee it to $5,000. I have consistently opposed all increases
proposed since I have been here. If we increase our own sal-
aries how can we consistently refuse to increase others?

We are now, through Republican extravagance and misrule,
confronted with the largest deficiency that the country has
ever faced. It will have to be met, and now the Republicans
propose to increase the tariff, in many instances upon the neces-
saries of life, and raise this huge fund. There should be no
tariff on the necessaries of life, and if a tariff is placed on those
necessaries it should be the lowest possible rate, so as to reduce
the cost of living, while on the contrary I favor a high tariff,
for revenue, on the luxuries of life.

I wish to guote from the report submitted by the minority
members of the Committee on Ways and Means the following :

SCHEDULE G.

The treatment of the Tarmer by this Dbill is along the same lines as
have characterized Republican methods in the past. He gets practically
no relief, and the laborer and producer have greater burdens imposed
upon them. The cost of living for the average man is increased; the
ng‘:antage of wealth anégower is niso increased. Heavy taxes are lald
on coffee, ten, and su tutes for coffee, which, with cocoa, butter,
mustard, gpper. cinnamon, and all sorts of flavors for food, are de-
clared to luxuries. While figs, lemons, ete., are ralsed in price with-
ont hope of increasing the revenue, barley is reduced 15 cemts and
barley malt 20 cents, the reason for which it would be interesting to
know. KEvery article of food the laborer must have to live comfortabl
is heavily taxed; even the sait on his table is not exempt. This sched-
ule was evidently prepared by the same mind which has dominated this
bill—a mind certainly not unfriendly to the great trusts.

As this bill places hides on the free list, to be consistent it should
also remove the duty on leather, shoes, harness, and other manufactures
of leather.

That the bill is a sectional one Is shown by the fallure of the majority
of the committee to lift any burden whatever from the shoulders of
the southern farmer. The {:rower of cotton must sell his product in
the open markets of the world. In order, however, to benefit the manu-
facturer of cotton the Republican party makes him pay a heavy tax on
every pound of It that exported and comes back into the United
States in the sha of manufactured goods. Thus, he sells in free-
trade markets and buys In a protected market. Not only have these

burdens not been lifted, but additional ones have been placed on him.

By a lately discovered process, a fabric known as ** mercer fabries " is
now being made. This is a very fine article of cotton , lookin
very mnci iike sllk, and is largely worn. In order to further enrie!

the manufacturer and to further tax the masses of the people, a tax
has been laid on these goods.

Cotton hose have fallen under their greedy gaze and the tax on
them, already too much, has reatly increased. Cotton goods
are more generally any other class of by the masses
of the American people, and every cent of duty lald on such fabrics
is an additional tax on the people least able to pay it

The tea tariif is a tax of 8 and 9 cents Eer nd on consumption
and is in direct contradiction of that * free fast table,” about the
blessings of which we heard so much when raw sugar was put on the
free list in the MeKinley bill. If a free breakfast table was a desirable
thing in 1890, and it und tedly was, it Is an equally desirable
thing now. This tea tax will pmbnh‘liy bring into the Treasury some-
thing 1lke $7,000,000 per annum, and it increases the cost of living
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by the same amount. That sum, or twice or thrice that sum, could
have been added to the revenues by reducing the exorbitant rates on
woolen manufactures alone, and at the same time redu the cost of
living, which has increased to an alarming extent in the last few years,
In paragraph 553 as to coffee we find another joker similar to the
one as to petrolenm. Ostensibly coffee is plared on the free list, but
by reason of the proviso as to countervailing dutles it really places
a tariff on coffee equal to the export duty levied upon it by the export-
ing country from which it comes, For example: If Brazil levies an
export duty of 8§ or 10 cents per pound, then we must clap a tariff
rate of 8 or 10 cents a pound on all coffee imported from Brazil,
which arrangement really authorizes Brazil and other coffee-exportin
countries to fix our tariff duties on coffee. This may be a deﬁghthﬁ
situation for the coffee-exporting countries and for our Treasury
Degnrunent. but it will not br joy to the heart of the American
coffee consumer, who must pay th the export duty levied by the
other countries and the import duty levied by our own Government.

Indeed, the whole maximum and minimom tariff scheme as set
forth in the Payne bill enables forelzgn countries to force us to raise
the rates of the Payne schedules 20 per cent, which would, after
making ample allowance for all reductions in the Payne bill, increase
our tariff rates on the avera%u much above the rates of the Dingley
law, a prospect which will sorrow and dismay to the great
body of the people. We are most eartﬂé in favor of such a maximum
and minimum tariff as will enable our Government to negotiate tariff
arrangements by making concessions to other governments by re-
ducing the rates of the statute when such other countries will make
equally valuable concessions to us; the maximum rates should be
the rates of our statute, whatever they are, and the minimum a
reasonable rate below our statutory rates; buot as it stands the
maximom and minimuom tariff plan of the Pa bill is an open
challenge to a ftrade war with every other mtm on earth., It is
seeking trade with a club or meat ax. We are opposed to such
an unwise and unnecessary ])erformanee. In this connection it may
be well to ponder thoroughly our relations with Cuba. Does any
gane man suppose for one moment that the great commercial nations,
our competitors for the world's trade, will eoncede that Cuba is ome
of our " dependencies?” It is a thing Incredible. To ask that
question is to answer it.

The tariff arrangement between us and the Philippine Islands has
no proper place in a general tariff bill. The legitimate function of
a eral tariff bill is to set forth our trade relations with foreign
nations ; but fore nations have absolutely no to do with our
relations to the Philippines, which relations should most carefully
and prayerfully considered by us in a separate bill. There are some
schec{ules and many items which we have been absolutely precluded
from considering by the short space of time allowed for the exam-
Ination of this voluminons Dbill and the preparation of this report.
On them we pronounce no opinion and as to them we make no sug-
ﬂl.stlon at this time; but our silence as to them is not to be construed

to an indorsement, for the chances are that they are as objectionable
68 those which we have discussed in this report.

The bill is in many respects crude, Indefinite, sectional, and pro-

itive. It seems to us from our examination, which was mecessarily
. that on the whole it Increases the cost of living. For example,
it will increase the price of hoslery about 30 per cent, and certainly
nobody will claim that hosiery is a luxury in this day and generation.
Many increases of the sort might be mentioned. In numerous Instances

the protection exceeds the entlre labor cost of production. This can
not defended on aggr ground whatsoever, even by a standpatier. In
all, the reductions both apparent and real fall far short of the substan-

tial relief which the people were led to expect.

Every tariff bill which has been gotten up by the Republican
party has greatly discriminated against the South. They have
also discriminated against the farmer, the wage-earner, and
the laboring man. This is unjust and should not be. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

We are face to face now with the Payne tariff bill that will
soon become a law, whether the Democrats want it to or not,
for it is purely a Republican measure, and they are greatly in
the majority. It is like others of its origin, and is full of sec-
tional protections and discriminations. I quote here again
from Mr. CLARK :

In such joint work mo man could have gotten Into the bill or out of
it all that be desired. I will bond for the proposition that no mor-
tal, reputable man, not even Mr. Chairman PAYNE, will stand up in the
light of day and assert that this bill contains everything he desired or
thiat it does not contain certain undesirable things. There was no
danger of our outvoting them, for they had 12 members to our 6, our
seventh Democratic member, Mr. Granger, of Rhode lsland, being ab-
sent by reason of the sickness which proved fatal to him. But we
might {y mutual concessions have agreed on all the items, or at least
a large part of them, for let it not be forgotten that the tariff of 1857
was passed by the consent of all parties and practically without op-
position. Had we in whole, or even in part, it would have
greatly expedited the pa of the bill, thereby shortening the busi-
ness suspense now pervading the land.

I do not believe that we should sit idly by and see the present
tariff bill literally cut the throats of our southern industries,
nor do I propose to be a party to any such disastrous policy.
If there is to be protection for one section or for certain sections,
it should be for all: there should be no unjust diserimination.
The South, with all of its great possibilities and indastries,
should no longer be buraened with this unjust discrimination,
and should no longer be made to bleed and suffer by forcing her
farmers, laborers, and industries into competition with cheap
and slave labor, and products of that labor, of foreign conn-
tries. This applies forcefully to lumber and cotton, of which
there is much produced in my district. I do not believe that the
present rate on lumber is an unreasonably protective one, nor
do I think it should be reduced, for I am of the opinion that it
is not more than a revenue rate. To take that rate off lumber

means a calamity to the people of my section of Georgia unless
there is a reduection in all articles which the people of that sec-
tion are forced to use, as was contemplated by the Democratic
platform. It will reduce the price of stnmpage, and thus affect
the selling price of timber, and injure every man who owns a
foot of land with trees on it. It will almost paralyze the saw-
mill business, which is large, and gives employment and bread fo
thousands of people in my district. Besides, there are many
towns in my district that are almost wholly kept up by sawmills
located in them or near them. It would be a blow to those
towns and to the farmers who furnish supplies to the mills, for
what hurts one great industry hurts us all in that section. To
remove the tarifl from lumber would force the sawmill man to
do what the farmer, under this bill, is going to be forced to do
also; that is, to sell his product in a free market and buy in a
highly protected market. [Applause.]

There is a lot of sean-island cotton raised in my section of
Georgia, and its chief competitor is Egyptian cotton. I favor
a tariff for revenue on cotton from foreign countries in order
that our farmers will not be forced into competing with the
cheap foreign labor and the slaves of the Nile. This would
bring our cotton more in demand, in my opinion, and would in-
sure better prices to our farmers for their product. The pro-
posed Republican scheme, to force our farmers and sawmill
men, whose interests are closely related, to sell their produets
in a free market and compel them to buy everything they use
in the way of necessaries and supplies in a highly protected
market, is the rankest kind of high-handed robbery, and I for
one will not keep quiet and see any such crime perpetrated
against the people whom I represent, I believe they are confi-
dently looking to me to protect their every interest here, and,
God being my helper, I shall not disappoint them. You take the
people who are clamoring in Congress for free lumber and
opposing a tax on foreign cotton and, as a usual thing, they
have not a stick of timber or a boll of cotton in their districts.
They are the same gentlemen, too, who, as a usual thing, are
trying to keep a tariff mpon cotton bagging, ties, farm imple-
ments, sawmill machinery, chemicals for making fertilizers,
and upon all supplies and necessaries that our people are forced
to buy. I am in favor of all these things being placed on the
free list. It will mean the saving of thousands of dollars every
year to our people and a great reduction in their daily living
expenses. If all these mecessaries and supplies were on the
free list, then the people of my section would not demand a reve-
nue upon products that compete with theirs. They demand that
these necessaries and supplies shall be put on the free list or
that their products be not discriminated against.

The tariff bill, then, is the tax bill. It is the levy of the tax
out of which the revenues for the running of the Government are
raised. The passage of this bill affects every hearthstone in the
United States, and it should be made as light on the shoulders
of the poor and the laboring classes as possible.

This is a hard, hard day for the laboring man. By way of
digression, but germane to the discussion, I want to refer to the
jail sentence that was imposed npon certain prominent labor
leaders, who, standing by their convictions and standing up for
the rights of millions of laboring men, dared to express them-
selves concerning the iniguities of an injunection ecase pending in
a federal court, and without a trial by jury, in the discretion of
the enraged judge, were adjudged in contempt of court and given
jail sentences. I want to go on record as branding it as one of
the grossest outrages of the age. It is simply another powerful
argument why the use of the injunction should be abridged
and why no man for contempt of court or any other charge
should be deprived of his liberty or rights without a trial by
jury. Very little is offered in this bill to the laboring man.

I have received many letters, telegrams, and petitions from
prominent men, trade and commercial bodies in my distriet,
among whom I might mention William B. Stillwell, of Savannah;
E. F. Hartfelder, of Savamnmah; Garbutt & Donavan Manufac-
furing Company, of Lyons, Ga.; Harvey Granger, vice-president
of the Savannah Board of Trade; W. W. Williamson, president
of the Savannah Chamber of Commerce; F. D. Bloodworth,
president Bavannah Clearing Association; the Georgin and
Florida Sawmill Association; and hundreds of others, urging
that the present rate on lumber be left as it is; stating that
“npward of 50,000 men protest earnesily against interfering
with the present tariff rate on Inmber; that the effect would be
disastrous to employers and employed; and that the agitation
has already been more hurtful than could be esiimated;" and
that “ southern pine timber has been turpentined and will have
to be sawmilled or go to waste, means a loss of millions if not
worked up rapidly, and a great loss if present rate is inter-
fered with;” and many more along the same line, indicating,
as was stated in some of the letters and tfelegrams, that to dis-
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turb the present rate “would be a calamity ™ to that section of
the conntry.
I wish to read to you two editorials from the two leading
newspapers of my section of Georgia. -
This one I read now is from the Savannah Press, and is as
follows :
WHERE IT I8 UNJUST.

The Press can not blame the Democrats in the House, especially the
Democrats from the South, in not submitting to the reductions placed
by the Ways and Means Committee npon southern groducts.

Protection seems to be the settl gystem of the country, and as
long as this Is true a tariff bill should, In the words of Senator BacoN,
“ distribute the benefits as well as the burdens of taxation throughout
the country,” If the principle of subsidy is to prevail, It is not fair
to reduce the duties on southern products and increase the duties on
northern products. This section has sustalned a heavy burden of taxa-
tion a long time. It has received very little in return. Hundreds of
millions of dollars float back into northern cities and States through the

nsion bill. Little of this comes South, so there are few rebates or

rawbacks or rake-offs this side of the Potomaec. The first duty of a
low-tariff bill, in the eyes of a morthern Congressman, is to cut down
the bounties given to lumber and cotton and rice. Naturally this cre-
ates resentment and * brings on more talk.”

The Press does not belleve in the principle of protection. Although
we think free trade is impractical, still we hold that a tariff bill
ought to be framed for the purpose of raising revenue and not for the
gnrpose of affording protection. That is the only excuse for a tax

111 ; any other theory is re?lﬁnant to good sense and sound Erinci les.
Where a system has prevalled for a long time, and duties have n
piled up for years, it is hard on the interests which have grown up
under them to cut down these bounties, and to discriminate against
one section and in favor of another. Protection is a dangerous and
an unsound stimulant. But human nature is the same, North and
South, and it is just as natural for the lnmbermen of Georgla to protest
against discrimination as it Is for the lumber camps of Michigan. We
believe that protection in the end does an industry just as much harm
as it does good, but if protection is to be continued for the benefit of
one class of people, it ought not to be abandoned in the case of an-
other class.

As a sample of the prlnclple which has been employed in the Payne
bill, it is said that New Enﬁland mills which manufacture the finer
fabrics are seeking to have the tariff on this grade of goods increased
and at the same time favor a reduction on coarser cotton goods, which
are manufactured principally by southern mills. A hifher tariff on
the finer cotton xoogs wonld give to the New England mills a monopoif*.
wherens a reduction In the present tariff on coarse cotton goods would
force the southern mills to comgete with foreign countries which have
the advantage of cheaper machinery and cheaper labor.

This one is from the Savannah Morning News, and is as fol-
lows:

THE REDUCTION OF THE TARIFF ON LUMBER.

The Georgin and Florida Sawmill Assoclation is determined to leave
no means untried to have the present tariff on lumber retained. In our
dispatches from Tifton yesterday an indication was given of its efforts
to hold on to the protection which the lumber interest now has. The
sawmill men have gone over the situation very carefully and they know
to a fraction what effect the reduction of the lumber tariff provided for
in the Payne bill wounld have on that interest, and they are satisfied
that if the reduction is made there will be but little, if any, profit in
manufactured lumber, particularly in the lumber that is manufactured
here in the South.

1f there were to be a reduction in the tariff schedules on all articles
which enter into the cost of manufacturing lumber equal to that in the
tariff on lumber the sawmill men would not have so much reason to
complain, but there is to be no such reduction. The cost of manufactur-
ing lumber will be ns great in the event of the passage of the Payne bill
as it is now. Hence the reduction of one-half in the protection that
lumber now recelves means that much reduction in the profits on lumber.

Sawmill men ¢laim that under such conditions it would not be possible
to manufacture !lumber in the South at a profit. The Canadian com-
petition would practieally force everg sawmill man to shut down his
mill. That condition of affairs would bring hard times in this section
of the South.

The National Forest Conservation League is contending that the
proposed reduction of the lumber tariff would not hurt the sawmill in-
terest ; that the tariff remaining would be sufficlent to keep out Cana-
dian lumber. The league has in mind only lumber manufactured in
the Northwest. In its sweeping statement it makes no distinction be-

tween the lumber of the South and that of the Northwest. It is, there-
fore, a misleading statement ; and Congressmen should not rmit it to
influence them. They have so many things to think of, however, in

connection with the pending tariff bill that it is difficult to get them to
center their attention on any one interest.

It is noticeable that the Congressmen from this section of Georgia
are alive to the importance of gnarding against the threatened Injury
to the lumber interest. They have been supplied with the facts bearing
upon that interest and can depended upon to do all it is possible to
do in its behalf.

I read these editorials to you to show you the sentiment of
the people of my section of the country. I fully agree with
both of these good editorials, and they are directly in line with
my appeal for the advancement of the interest of that section
of the country.

In a letter from Hon. F. C. Battey, of the firm of Hunter,
Pierce & Battey, of Savannah, Ga., he says, in part:

If T am correctly informed by the exporters here, France is prac-
tically the only producer of naval stores that comes into competition
with the American product, and I am now told that not a barrel of
rosin or spirits is sold by us to France, on account of the fact that
the tariff t%ere on American naval stores is prohibitive. I am informed,
on the other hand, that quite a large amount is shipped from France
into this country, and that it is hurtful to our people.

Mr, Battey is substantially correct, as is shown by govern-
mental statistics. The Hon. W. G. BRANTLEY, my colleague,

has made a strong appeal along this line before the Ways and

Means Committee, every word of which I heartily indorse. We
should have a reasonable tariff rate for revenue on the import-
ing of naval stores, certainly as long as France, our chief com-
petitor, has a rate against our products, in order that our,
operators may live.

I have also received many letters, telegrams, and petitions
from farmers and farmers’ unions, urging me to stand for a
revenue tariff on Egyptian cotton. I have just received a
letter from Hon. A. L, Tippins, of Daisy, Tattnall County, Ga.,
along this line. He is one of the most progressive and business-
like farmers of that county, and he has made some strong argu-
ments why this tariff should be placed on Egyptian cotton, and
the opinions of men like him are worth something.

In looking over the Statesboro News, of Statesboro, Ga., I
find the following:

WILL ASK FOR DUTY ON EGYPTIAN COTTON.

A movement is on foot to ask Congress to embody in the mew tariff
bill an import duty on Eggmian cotton. A committee of south Georgia
and Florida planters and business men will go to Washington and urge
such a measure.

The present crop of sea-island cotton has been estimated at 04,000
bales. All of this, except about 10,000 bales, has been sold, and 90

er cent of this is used i.&mericau mills. In addition to this 25,000
ales of E; tian cotton has been imported into this country from the
farms of the pauper laborers in Egypt. This cotton =ells at 1T cents,
and drags our prices on sea islands down. It is argued that a tariff
of 5 cents a pound on imported Egyptian cotton wounld protect our
south Georgla product and raise prices to at least 25 cents per pound.

A new demand has been created for the preduct of our sea-island
cotton belt in the manufacture of automobile tires. It is estimated
that this industry alone uses 20.000 bales of sea-island cotton. With
a duty on Egyptian cotton and the increased demand in the home mar-
kets, there Is no reason why prices should not be raised.

The Chamber of Commerce of Statesboro is taking the initiative in
this matter. President J. G. Blitch has taken the matter up with our
Representatives in Congress, and he and others from here will accom-
pany the delegation to Washington, where they will appear before the
committee having this matter in charge. The fight started here will
be supported from all sections of the sea-island cotton belt.

Along the same line I read an editorial from the Savannah
Morning News:

Why are not the growers of sea-island cotton just as much entitled
to protection as the manufacturers of sea-island cotton dproducts? Can
anybody give a good reason why the manufacturer and the operatives
in his factories should be protected against the manufacturer and the
cheap labor of Burope, and the sea-island cotton grower should not be pro-
tected against the farmer of Egypt and the cheap labor of that country ?

It is a notorious fact that the ;irowers of sea-island cotton have to
compete with the growers of Egyptian cotton, and the competition is so
fierce that the farmers growing sea-island cotton find it difficult to
make a living because of the low price which their product brings, due
Ian;ely to the free importation of Egyptian cotton.

If it were not for this Egyptian cotton the demand for sea-island cot-
ton in the home market would be very much ater than it is. Of
course the increased demand without any material increase in the sup-
ply would bring about an increase in the price.

The sea-island growers are going to make a determined effort to have
a duty of at least 5 cents a pound Siaced on their product. They be-
lieve that justice is on their side, and that Congress will listen to them,

f course the manufacturers will offer a strong opposition, but that is
to be expected. But if the manufacturers get protection, their argument
against protection for the raw material ought not to have much weight.

The southern farmers are getting nothing practically out of the pend-
ing tariff bill. The framers of the bill ap{:ear to have overlooked their
t:%emsts entirely. And their interests will continue to be overlooked
unless they hustle for themselves. They may not believe in the prinei-
ple of profection, but if protection is the policy of the Government they
must have their sher~ of it if they are to live and prosper. They can
not gros r under a policy that makes them pay protection prices for
all they buy, Including labor, and sell their products on a free-trade basis.

Mr. R. W. Mattox, of Green Cove Springs, Fla., an expert on
the subject, gives it as his opinion that 1 pound of No. 150 spool
cotton thread manufactured from sea-island cotton is worth
over $20. The farmer is forced to sell his raw product in an
open market at from 18 to 22 cents per pound, and if he buys it
back in thread he pays an enormous difference. The farmer
gets very little for his cotton when he sells it, but he pays dearly
for it when he buys it back in manufactured articles, and there
is the flagrant injustice to our people.

In this connection, I wish to say that I have also received the
following letter from Senator H. 8. White, of Sylvania, Screven
County, Ga.:

WHiTE & LOVETT,
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW,

Bylvania, Ga., March 2}, 1909,
Hon. CHARLES G. Epwarps, M. C,,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: I herewith inclose you three petitions or requests for a
reduction of the duty now placed upon sugar. We think that you can
do our country a great service In assisting in getting a reduction of the
duty upon sugar. While some of sour constituents are producers of
sugar and would be somewhat benefited directly In the maintaining of
the high duty upon the same, the t majority of them are only con-
sumers, and would be greatly benefited by a reduction of the duty. Per-
sonally I think it would be to our interest also to have a reasonable
duty placed upon the importation of cotton.

1ghs'utlmi!: these views for your consideration and hope you may agree
w me,

With_kindest regards, I am,

Yours, truly, H. 8. WHITE.
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I am also in receipt of the following from Messrs. H. 8. White
aud A. B. Lovett, of Sylvania, Ga., and W. M. Parker, Wood-
cliff, Sereven County, Ga.:

The undersgﬁneﬂ respectfully ask for the removal of the duty from
raw and refined sugars, in the interest both of the 80,000,000 consumers
of the country and the manufacturing industries, in which it is an im-
portant material. This tax amounts to 2 cents per pound on refined
sugar, equivalent to an 80 per cent ad valorem duty.

We would submit that such an exorbitant tax is not justified by the
conditions relating to the production or refining of sugar in this conntry.

ding sugar refiners have testified that they need no tarilf protection
against foreign refiners. The production of sugar in this country is very
small in comparison with the annual consumption, and there is no good

reason why all the people should be heavily taxed in the interest of one
industry.

The relatively high price of sugar operates to prevent its more general
use in the manufacture of preserved fruits of alll) kindg, and by adding
to the cost of these articles limits their consumption. While this is the
greatest fruit-growing country in the world, our exports of jams, jellles,
ete., are comparatively small, 2as we can not compete in nentral markets
with countries like Great PBritain, which have the advantage of cheap
sugar. The removal of the sugar tax would greatly increase domestic
consumption of these articles, and would give us & much lar share of
the export trade. In many cases the eanners would be e led to buy
and preserve fruits that would otherwise be wasted for lack of a market.

We believe that this is a matter which should be decided by Congress
in favor of the policy which will benefit the greater number of the people,
and that the interests of the consumers should receive the consideration
to which they are entitled. The tax om sugar is paid wholl{ by the
consumers, and is an unnecessary burden on one of thelr principal arti-
cles of food. The repeal of this tax would therefore be an unguestioned
advantage to the people of the entire country.

I beg also to submit a petition from many prominent citizens
and business men of Savannah, Ga., which is as follows:

Hon. CrarLEs G. EDWARDS
Member of Congress, First District of Georgia:

We, the undersigned citizens, hereby vigorously protest
imposition of any duty or tax on teas or coffees by Congress, and ask
gou to use your influence before the Ways and Means Committee and in

ongress toward the defeat of any such measure.

C. E. Stanton, jr., B. M. Theus, J. H. Boldshaw, Jacob 8,
Collins, 8. Lehwald, MecGrath & Ransford, John R.
Millings, J. C. Bchwarg, J. A. Doyle, J. J. Gaudrﬁ.
W. I. Farmer, A, Blumberi. R. H. Edenfield, H. H.
Blake, P. A, Stovall, W. Falk, Johm Lyons & Co.,
Harry T. Wilson, Edward N. Cartwright, Daniel A,
Holland, Dr. Geo. W. Herriott, 8. L. Gerst, A. Ehrlich
& Bro.. W. H. Mardock, A. A, Avellhe, W. E. Dawson,
G. P. Talbott, J. A. Wilson, J. A. Nelson, J. J. O'Neill,
giu;ry Hirsh, W. G. Morrell, W. H. Bolland, R. A.

CKS,

These are only a few of the many appeals that are coming to
me from the first district of Georgia. I know the conditions
down there. I know something of the needs of those people; I
sympathize with them, and I shall not turn a deaf ear to their
appeals. [Applause.]

I hope I have made myself clear. T do not want to be mis-
understood. There are always those who had a great deal
rather misunderstand, or appear to misunderstand, one’s posi-
tion than to really understand it. There are those, as long as
the devil continues his wicked influences and forces in this
world, who had a great deal rather criticise and condemn than
to approve and commend. They are the kind who tear down
and destroy what other men build up.

I yield to no man in my loyalty to the Democratic party, and
to the principles of Jeffersonian Democracy. I was born a
Democrat and have walked and lived as one, and will advocate
the principles of Democracy as long as I live, It is that prin-
ciple of *equal rights to all and special privileges to none™
ihat I have advocated here to-day. I have advocated equal
rights to all sections, which I hope will be granted. I appeal
to the House not to discriminate against the South and her
jndustries in this bill. We have patiently borne all the burdens
vou have laid upon us for lo, these many years. How long,
oh, how long, do you want us to submit to these unjust dis-
criminations against our people? It is that simple justice that
ghould be accorded to all for which I am pleading to-day. I,
with my party, advocate a tariff for revenue only, and if yon
will put everything upon that basis, as was contemplated by the
Denver platform, then we will be satisfied. There is no justice,
however, in forcing us to buy everything we use in a highly
protected market and to sell everything we produce in an open
and unprotected market simply because it is in your power to
force this upon the South.

It is my opinion that before this tariff fight is over you will
see every Congressman who is loyal to his constituents taking
the position of looking after their interest and trying to get all
he can for his people. That is the platform upon which I was
reelected to Congress, namely, “to do all I can and get all I
can all the time for the first district of Georgia and its people.”
I have tried to live up to it and am going to keep it up until the
people of my district tell me that I am wrong.

I conceive my first duty to be to my people and my district,
and to that duty I shall be faithful to the last. I am answerable

against the

hold my commission from the governor of Georgia, through the
will of the free and enlightened people of the first Georgia dis-
trict, and I shall be true as long as I am here to their every
interest. [Loud applause.]

AMr. GILLETT. Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to enter on a
general discussion of the tariff bill, That is being done amply
by the members of the Ways and Means Committee, and I want
especially to express my admiration for the exhaustive and satis-
Tying explanation of the bill given by the chairman [Mr. PAYNE].
His fullness of knowledge and reasonableness of tone and fair-
ness in answering questions illuminated the bill and proved that,
while it probably was not free from errors, its preparation had
not lacked laborious and intelligent and high-minded application.

I think in general the bill well meets the expectation of the
country, and while there are some amendments which I shall
press and support, yet I think we shall be fortunate if, when it
emerges from the various dangers which beset its thorny path,
it is as satisfactory as when reported by our committee.

This committee which provides the revenue for the Govern-
ment has no jurisdiction or responsibility for the expenses of
the Government, a curious and unfortunate anomaly, but this
bill has been prepared with reference to our probable expendi-
tures, and its authors have found their greatest difficulty in pro-
vldir}g revenues which shall prove sufficient. This it seems to
me is not so much because our revenues now are small as be-
cause our expenditures are excessive and extravagant. The
vital problem for us to solve is not so much how to raise revenue
as it is to raise it in such a manner as to impose a check on
needless appropriations. It is along that line I intend to speak.

One of the most marked and obvious developments of recent
years has been the enlarged scope of the activities of the Na-
tional Government, and the subject has been debated as inces-
santly as such an interesting phenomenon deserves, and I do not
intend to add my comments to the general discussion. Though
being by tendency a federalist, I see nothing disquieting. or
alarming in most of the new features of federal power. But
there is one phase of the situation or trend which is seldom
mentioned, but which, as a member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, has attracted my attention and concern, and that is its
effect on our national expenditures. I do not mean so much
the expense of these new activities—though in some cases that
is vast enough—but I mean more the constantly growing and un-
checked and endless expense which results and will result from
the new attitude of the people toward the National Treasury.

-I doubt if there is any phase of the new federalism where
the growth is more prodigious or to me so appalling as here.
The people seem of late to be learning to look on the Federal
Treasury as a vast reservoir from which they can draw end-
lessly without exhausting it, which will be kept full without
any burden on them, and consequently each person’s interest
and constant endeavor seems to be to get for himself as large
a share as possible of this free and gratuitous outflow.

Such a state of mind on the part of our constituents is dan-
gerous in several ways. It is demoralizing in the same way
that gambling is demoralizing to the individual, by inducing the
belief that work and industry and self-sacrifice are superfluous,
that wants can be gratified without effort, and that it is not
honest exertion alone that is rewarded, but that there is an easy
way by which the same reward will fall in your lap without
struggle or self-denial; that there is a father of boundless
wealth who can gratify all your wants without expense to
you and that self-denial and economy are as superfluous as they,
are inconvenient.

Nothing is so fatal to industry and enterprise as such a feel-
ing. It is most unfortunate for man or nation to learn to rely
for success on anything except his own steady effort. Yet such
a feeling is spreading all over the country. I suppose we Re-
publicans are partly to blame for it because of the tariff doctrine
which we have so zealously and successfully preached that
the law can ruin indusiry; and the corollary has too often been
drawn that law alone can also create prosperity; and hence has
arisen a dependence on laws alone, and in time of trouble all
turn at once to the lawmakers of the National Government for
relief.

That I have always felt was the most dangerous feature of the
protective doctrine—and no system is withount its drawback—
that it cultivates in the citizen a.leaning on government and a
lack of self-reliance which is harmful and dangerous.

And now the people seem to be learning to believe not only
that federal laws make prosperity, but that they keep the
Treasury full without expense to them, and that their speecial
occupation is to decide how that Treasury can be emptied
with most direct benefit to their locality. The very immensity
of our country makes such a belief and habit dangerous. It is

only to the people whom I represent for my stewardship here; I | impossible for different sections to understand the comparative
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-needs and claims of each other. Their knowledge of con-
ditions is not accurate enough to give them a sound basis for
judgment, and there is not enough mutual sympathy and ac-
quaintance to make them fair minded in their decisions, so that
there is a constant struggle of each to obtain all that it can; and
this, of course, leads to combinations, mutual concessions, and
shameless logrolling, all of which adds expense and outlay to
the Nation.

The fact that our national taxation is largely indirect and its
burden unfelt by the mass of the people increases this tendency
and encourages the desire to enlarge the national activities and
divert as far as possible burdens from the state and municipality
to the Nation.

I remember an incident in the political history o_f my own
State which illustrates the change in the popular feeling toward
national expenditures. A prominent and popular candidate for
the Republican nomination for the office of governor was de-
feated because as a member of the Forty-seventh Congress he
had advocated their river and harbor bill of the large and ex-
travagant and outrageous amount of $18,000,000. Recently a
similar bill of $87,000,000 was greeted with universal acclaim
and enthusiasm throughout the State, and I have no doubt the
popularity of our Members of Congress would have been in-
creased if it had been $100,000,000. So long as the Nation pays
the bill, the State and the people concern themselves little about
the amount of it. Their interest is only to appropriate as large
a share as possible for themselves.

In loeal matters an era of extravagant expenditure is attended
or followed by an era of increased taxes, and the relation be-
tween expenditure and taxation is so immediate and direct that
the people feel it and recognize it, and a very wholesome check
on extravagance is thereby constantly maintained.

But there is no such relation in our national finances because
the taxes are not direct and the burden of them is largely un-
felt, and so an administration ean rush into expenses beyond its
income without incurring that severe rebuke which would be
such to follow if the people had to directly open their purses to
make good the deficiency. The only check here is the impending
disgrace of a bond issue. In England an administration whose
expenditures exceeded its income by $20,000,000 wounld be
thrown out of power as incompetent and extravagant, and yet
we allow our expenses to exceed our income by $100,000,000 and
the people, instead of being disturbed and rebuking us and de-
manding a stricter economy, are clamoring loudly for still larger
outlays and are heedless of the deficit.

And now to remedy” our impoverished condition this bill sug-
gests an inheritance tax. I heartily favor the principle of
such a tax. I know of none more easily paid and which in-
volves less hardship or injustice. I was in the legislature of
Massachusetts when such a tax was first adopted, and I fa-
vored it then and believe it can be broadened and increased there.
But I do not think both State and Nation ought to cultivate
the same field and extract taxes from the same source. There
would be a rivalry in which ideas of fairness and justice would
be apt to be ignored. I think that field of taxation ought to be
left to the State, where, under the enlightening and socialistic
tendencies of the age, expenses are largely increasing and new
fields of expenditure are constantly opening and increased
sources of revenue are indispensable. Moreover, an inheritance
tax strikes so few that it is felt as little by the masses of the
people as indirect taxes; and what the Nation needs to make
it pay some heed to economy is a tax which the people will
directly feel, which they will see results from large expenditures
and can only be removed by reirenchment, and therefore they
will pay some serious attention to questions of appropriations.

Now, all they ask is generous appropriations, the larger the
better if they get a loeal share; and any critic is considered
small and parsimonious. But if they felt in their pockets that
they were paying the bills and that outgo must be balanced by
income, I believe a healthier sentiment would grow up toward
the National Treasury. I see no way of effecting that result
except by having taxes which the masses of the people di-
rectly feel, although they are really no more burdensome to
them, and which will increase or diminish, according to economy
of administration.

Taxes on tea and coffee, it seems to me, would accomplish this
end. They are purely revepue taxes, and their increase or
decrease affects no indusiry here. They should be so heavy
that it could not be shifted onto the middleman, but should bear
directly on the people. They should be emergency taxes. When
the Treasury was empty they should increase, and when it was
full they should fade away. Then the people would have a
direct interest in the cqpdition of the Treasury. They would
feel in their tenderest point, their pockets, the conduct of an
administration or a party which allowed appropriations to

exceed income, and would be very apt to punish and rebuke
such conduct, and we here, their Representatives, instead of
feeling as we do now, that the only road to popular favor is
liberal appropriations and that a spirit of economy is foolish
and out of date, would be obliged, if we wished to keep the
confidence of our constituents, to plan our expenses so that
they could be met without the imposition of unpopular taxes.

England acts on this principle. The bulk of her revenue is
raised by permanent taxes which require no action by Parlia-
ment from year to year. But in order to adjust the income
closely to expenses, certain taxes are voted only a year at a
time, and the rate is raised or lowered according to the neces-
sities of the year. For many years the only taxes so treated
were the income tax and the tax on tea, but recently beer,
tobacco, and spirits have been included in the same class. These
are all taxes which the people feel at once, which they fret
under and wish to be relieved of, and will only endure when
satisfied of their necessity, and so the popularity of the admin-
istration is always concerned in their reduction, and there is a
constant stimulus toward economy.

England needs such a stimulus less than we do because she
has a tremendous influence for ecomomy in the fact that no
appropriation can be made except when recommended by the
Crown, which means by the ministers, so that Parlinment can
reduce expenditures below the estimates, but can never in-
crease them. This gives vast power to the ministry and is a
prodigious buffer against extravagance.

We see too often in our appropriation bills illustrations of
the danger pointed out by Lowell in his work on the govern-
ment of England, that *expenditures directly caused by the
irresponsible action of private members may originate in per-
sonal or local feeling, and then be adopted through heedless
good nature or skillful logrolling.” I think we should do well
to borrow from the longer experience of England and have
some purely revenue taxes which the people would directly and
keenly feel, which should move up and down automatically
with the condition of the Treasury, and which would act as a
constant admonition to the administration and the party in
power to be thrifty and economiecal,

I think it would be well if it became the theory of our laws
that emergency revenue should be raised by taxes on articles
of universal use which would be universally felt and univer-
sally unpopular; that in cases like the present, when expendi-
ture is largely outrunning revenue they should be resorted to
for the deficiency, and the party in power should be held re-
sponsible for the conditions.

So I believe there would be a much needed impetus to the
practice of economy in appropriations and the present deplora-
ble state of public opinion might change. I see no other means
of checking the constantly increasing raids on the Treasury
which the broadening exercise of federal power is developing.
and which if continued will lead to national bankruptey. [Loud
applause.]

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Chairman, I had expected to discuss at
some length the questions involved in the subject of tariff re-
vision, as proposed in the bill now under consideration ; but hav-
ing listened to the debate as it has thus far progressed, it does
not now occur to me that there is any real occasion for further
discussion of the subject, or that there are any new ideas which
I might possibly advance that would tend to enlighten the com-
mittee on the subject under discussion. It has been repeatedly
said, in the course of this debate, that this is no time for an
academic discussion of the tariff. In that opinion I econcur.
It seems to me, further, that this is no time for an extended dis-
cussion, during the time allotted for general debate, of the par-
ticular schedules of this bill. In my judgment, this debate
might well have closed with the elaborate arguments and state-
ments of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Payxe], chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and Means, and of the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. Crark], ranking Member of the mi-
nority on that committee. They left little to be said, pro or
con, a8 to the bill under discussion. I say this without dis-
paragement to any other gentleman who has discussed the meas-
ure, but certainly it seems to me now that the discussion ought
to close and early action be taken on the bill. ]

The country waits for such action, and prosperity is halted
until it can be definitely known under what conditions the busi-
ness of the country is to be conducted. More important than
any schedule or any rate of duty is that the matter should be
definitely settled, and that every business interest in the coun-
try should know what to expect and to depend upon as to tariff
duties and taxation. I only desire to say now that I am a
Republican, and therefore a protectionist. I believe, as firmly
as I believe anything, in the Republican doctrine of protection
to American industries and to American labor; protection of
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the one is necessarily a protection of the other., Under all the
circnmstances, I am for this bill as it is.

In my opinion the members of the Committee on Ways and
Means have labored honestly and faithfully to bring into this
House the best bill possible in the interests of all the people of
tpis country. I would amend the bill and change it in many par-
ticulars if I could; so would every other Member of this House,
only each one would amend it in different particulars, and no
two would agree upon all the schedules of the bill; and where
one would give more protection the other would give less or
repeal the duty entirely. Every tariff bill calculated to raise
revenue or to protect the industries of the country must neces-
sarily be a compromise, and we must each give up something
to the opinions and interests of the others, and each separate
section of the country must waive something for the general
good. On the whole, I doubt if, with all the amendments that
could be offered or which might be adopted, a better bill than
the one now presented could be formulated, or one more nearly
favorable and just to all interests and to all sections of the
counfry. Therefore I say I am for this bill as it is, and hope
in the interests of all our people and for the great business in-
terests of the entire country that it may be speedily passed and
enacted into law. The business of the country waits and pros-
perity halts until final action is taken by this Congress. There-
fore I hope the debate upon this bill may soon be brought to a
close; that the bill, with such amendments as may seem neces-
sary, may as soon as possible become the law of the land. I
hope it may prove that the law when enacted will produce
sufficient revenue for the needs of the Government, and that at
the same time it may reasonably protect all American indus-
tries and give full employment to all American laboring men.
Then, indeed, shall we reasonably expect a return of the great
prosperity that has heretofore been the good fortune of this
Nation, and which has made the progress and development of
this country the wonder and admiration of the world.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, there are many of the features
of the tariff measure now unger consideration which do not meet
the approval of a majority of the membership of this House.
Some of them have been the objects of the severest condemna-
tion by ilembers on both sides of this Chamber. Few, indeed, if
any, have been generally commended. I shall not attempt any
general analysis of this wonderfully constructed measure. What
I shall say will be confined to one of its provisions, which, thus
far in this debate, has strangely enough escaped attention; but
which, owing to the vastness of the interests to be affected
thereby, deserves, in my opinion, the most serious consideration.
I refer to sections 23 and 24, which purport to admit free of duty
all material, equipment, and fittings entering into the construe-
tion and repair of vessels built in America to be employed in
our foreign trade, including the trade between the Atlantic and
Pacific ports of the United States. These sections correspond in
exact words with sections 12 and 13 of the Dingley Aet, and
are therefore intended to continue those sections of the present
law in full force and effect.

It may be true, Mr. Chairman, that when these sections were
written into the Dingley law it was believed by those responsible
for this legislation it would result in reducing the cost of
American-built vessels to be used in our foreign commerce to
such an extent as to contribute largely to the revival and re-
habilitation of our decadent ocean merchant marine. If so,
great, indeed, must have been their disappointment, since the
experience of twelve years has demonstrated it to have been a
veritable snare and delusion.

But whatever the authors of the Dingley law believed or
hoped would be the effect upon our shipping interests of these so-
called * free-material™ provisions, those interests have long
since realized their utter ineffectiveness; and the reenactment
now of sections 12 and 13 of that law can only carry despond-
ency and gloom to the hearts of the men who, with indomitable
energy and unfaltering courage, have for years striven against
tremendous odds to avert the bankruptey and ruin which long
has threatened the great shipbuilding industries of the country
and the utter and complete annihilation of the small remnant of
that splendid ocean merchant marine, once alike the mainstay
of our commercial supremacy and the glory of the Republic.

1f, therefore, the reenactment of this legislation is to consti-
tute the full measure of the relief hoped for by the shipping
interest of this country at the hands of the party in power, and
it seems that it is, then, indeed, may it well be written over the
portals of this Republican Congress, so far as that interest is
concerned, “ Let those who would enter here abandon hope.”

The chief if not the only reason no material is being imported
by our shipbuilders and no ocean vessels being constructed in
American shipyards out of tariff-free materials is that there is
a strong string to this “ free-material” provision of the law,

not visible to the ordinary eye, in the shape of a very important
proviso, which declares that vessels receiving the benefit of the
act shall not engage in the highly remunerative and thoroughly
protected coastwise trade of the United States for more than
two months in any one year except upon the payment to the
Government of the remitted duties. It is this apparently innocent
little proviso in the Dingley Act which has mainly operated to
prevent American shipbuilders from taking advantage of the
‘“ free-material  privilege, thus rendering inoperative and nuga-
tory the entire section, inoperative because the experience of
twelve years has abundantly demonstrated that the owners of
American-built, American-owned, and American-mauned ships
will never consent {o be perpetually barred from participating in
the domestic trade of the country whose flag they fly in return
for the privilege, which as a natural right should be theirs, of
purchasing the material out of which their ships are constructed
free of duty. Under the navigation laws of the United States
the ship that touches at even two domestic ports, although vir-
tually wholly engaged in foreign trade, is deemed to be, on that
account, engaged in the coastwise trade. For instance, if an
American-built vessel engaged regularly in our foreign com-
merce between the home port of Philadelphia and that of Liver-
pool, England, should touch at the port of New York on either
its outward or its homeward voyage, it would be deemed to be
also engaged in the coastwise trade, and if so engaged for sixty
days in one year, and if the materials out of which it was con-
structed had been admitted free of duty, its owner would be
compelled under this law to pay to the United States the duties
which had been rebated.

The same would be true of the ports of Norfolk and Newport
News, in my State, although those ports are in close proximity
the one to the other. It is this unjust and burdensome, un-
American, and unpatriotic restriction which has so effectually
prevented the use of tariff-free material in American-built ships,
and which will continue so to do so long as this law is in exist-
ence. It is because of this that I urge the Republican member-
ship of this House not to stultify themselves by the reenactment
of the twelfth section of the Dingley law. It will accomplish
absolutely nothing for our shipping interests and it will deceive
absolutely nobody. No good purpose can possibly be accom-
plished by reenacting a law which is a dead letter upon our
statnte books. The owners of one, and only one, American
ship—the Dirigo, as I am informed, built by Arthur Sewall &
Co., of Maine—have ever availed themselves of this absurd and
preposterous, if not intentionally deceptive, * free-material”
clause of the Dingley bill, and that vessel, I am also informed,
has proven, as might have been anticipated, a complete financial
failure.

But, Mr. Chairman, if what I have gaid about these two sec-
tions has not convinced every Doubting Thomas of their utter
ineffectiveness and futility, I will add that several, at least, of
the best informed of the high priests of Republicanism at the
other end of this building are upon record as admitting the
truth of my contention.

In a voluminous report from the Committee on Commerce at
the first session of the Fifty-ninth Congress, submitted by
Senator GArriNGeRr, in which the effect of this identical * free-
material” privilege is considered, I find this sentence: “This
free-material privilege has had no appreciable success in check-
ing the decline of ocean shipbuilding in America.” And this
report goes even to the length of saying: “The truth is that
tz}fiF-fme materials do not touch the root of the difficulty at
all.’

And yet it is by the reenactment and continuance upon the
federal statute books of such Republican discredited legislation
as this that that party now proposes to redeem its many solemn
platform pledges to the people of the United States to restore
the American merchant marine, It is such insincere, idiotic, and
impotent legislation as this through which the pledge of the
last national Republican platform “to advance the merchant-
marine prestige of the country ” is to be fulfilled, and this is
the legislative means it proposes to employ to “ encourage and
build up the American merchant marine,” which it is further
declared, with brutal frankness, in the platform upon which
Theodore Roosevelt was nominated, ““has not for many years,
received from the Government of the United States adequate
encouragement of any kind.”

It was in 1897, Mr. Chairman, that this legislation was en-
acted, and yet, three years later, the platform upon which the
late William McKinley was nominated had this to say on the
subject of our merchant marine:

Oun present dependence upon foreign shipping for nine-tenths of our
foreign carry trade iz a great loss to the industry of this country.
It is also a serious danger to our trade, for its sudden withdrawal in
the event of Euro‘gemn war would seriously cripple our expanding for-
eign commerce. 'he national defense and naval efficlency of this
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supply a compelling reason for legislation which

e b place among the trade-carrying

will enable us to recover our former
fleets of the world.

What stronger Republican testimony can be adduced to es-
tablish the insincerity of Republican professions on the sub-
ject of our merchant marine, and to convince the blindest ad-
herent of that party, that it has not done and does not intend
to do anything to restore our ocean shipping te its once proud
position of preeminence upon the navigable waters of the
globe.

It is not necessary, I think, that I attempt to depict the de-
plorable condition of the American shipping industry. It is
admittedly the one great American industry which has received
absolutely mo protection, yea even no encouragement, at the
hands of the party which boastfully proclaims itself the great
party of protectionism. It not only has been afforded no pro-
tection, but, as I shall later on attempt to show, it has been de-
livered bound and helpless into the hands of the most grasping,
rapacious, relentless, and powerful of all the great trusts that
affliect humanity. Let me read to the House how this Gallinger
report describes its condition.» It says on page 4:

The decline of our ocean slﬁggi.n , our one unprotected Industry,
has ruined shipowners and shipbuilders alongshore from Eastport to
Galveston and from San Diego to Puget Bound. It has impoverished
and scattered our shipyard mechanics, the most skilled in the world,
1t has robbed the country of the hardy officers and seamen who should
constitute our naval reserve; but it has done more than this—it has

choked the normal growth of the export trade of the United States

to four of the five other great continemnts. Therefore, there is not a

wheat farm in the Dakotas, a cattle ranch in Texas, or a cotton planin-
tlon in Mississippi, Georgia, or the Carolinas where the loss of Amerl-
can shipping has not made itself felt Iin ghrunken sales and opportu-
nities for profit.

This, Mr. Chairman, according to very high Republican testi-
. mony, was the condition of the American merchant marine a
little over three years ago. Was there ever a severer or a4 more
accurate and truthful indictment framed against Republicanism
than this? It is no exaggeration to say that the condition of
our ocean merchant marine is infinitely worse to-day than when
it was drawn. During the fiscal year ending June 30 last less
than 10 per cent of our exports and imports were carried in
American bottoms. Thus far in the current year the percentage
has been even lower, and the tendency is steadily downward.

For sixty years prior to the civil war Democratic statesman-
ship directed the policies of our Government, and during all
that period the growth and prosperity of the American mer-
chant marine was the marvel of the maritime world. Under the
wise legislation, just treatment, and fostering care of the Dem-
ocratie party, American vessels not only carried the great bulk
of our foreign commerce, but a considerable proportion of the
ocean commerce of the universe as well

The first measure for ship protection was passed in the yvear
1789, it being embodied in the original tariff act of the First
Congress. It provided that all goods imported in American ves-
=els should pay lower rates of duties by 10 per cent than those
imported in foreign ships, and it thus established the Demo-
cratic doctrine of discriminating duties. A little later in that
Congress additional protection in the form of discriminating
tonnage dues was given to American vessels. In 1794 the
method of discriminating in favor of our ships was changed.
Instead of a rebate of 10 per cent of duties on goods brought in
American ships it was provided that 10 per cent be added on
those imported in foreign ships. These acts gave an immediate
impetus to the shipbuilding industry in the United States, and
for many years thereafter Ameriean vessels carried more than
90 per cent of our foreign commerce, and their sails whitened
the seas of every country on the globe.

To recite the various acts and changes of the succeeding
forty or more years would require more time than is at my
disposal as well as tax the patience of the House. It is sufficient
to say that the underlying principle of the whole of this legisla-
tion was that the standard rates should be for goods “ imported
into the United Btates in ships or vessels of the United States.”
In the year 1825 our merchant vessels carried 924 per cent of
all our exports and imports, and two years later they carried
94.3 per cent of our imports and 87.5 per cent of our exports. It
was not until 1849 that Great Britain accepted the reciprocity

. provisions of an act passed by Congress in 1828, and even in
that year 756 per cent of all our foreign trade was carried in
American bottoms. Indeed, even as late as the beginning of the
civil war our vessels were carrying 66 per cent of all our ex-
ports and imports. In the year 1855, 881 ships and barks and
126 brigs were launched in the United States to be employed
in our foreign commerce. In the year 1908 there was not one.
The decade between 1850 and 1860 was truly the golden age of
the American merchant marine. Surely this is a record of con-
structive statesmanship and high achievement of which the
Democratic party may well be proud. What a contrast it pre-

sents to that of the Republican party during the almost half
century that it has controlled the policies of this Republic!

The least thoughtful consideration of the history of the
American merchant marine, which I have so briefly outlined,
can not but force every intelligent mind to the alarming con-
clusion that the last vestige of American vessels engaged in
foreign commerce is in imminent danger of being swept from
the seas, and that our ocean shipbunilding indusiries are seri-
ously threatened with utter extinction.

Facing these alarming conditions, it may well be asked if the
reenactment of the provisions of the Dingley law, to which I
have called attention, is to constitute the full measure of that
relief which the Republican party has promised the shipping
interest in all of its recent national platforms, and which we
have been assured over and over again by every Republican
President, from Harrison down to the present administration,
would be afforded if that party were continued in control of the
Government.

Does this Republican Congress realize that but recently 2
of the only 7 American vessels which during last year were
engaged in regular trans-Atlantic commerce have passed under
a foreign flag? Two years ago there were 15 American
steamships regularly crossing the Pacific. Now, we are told
by the Commissioner of Navigation, there are only 6. And
there is not a solitary steamship flying the Stars and Stripes
on any route to Africa, Australia, or even to South America be-
yond the Caribbean Sea and the Isthmus of Panama. The with-
drawal of considerably more than half of the American mer-
chant fleet from the trans-Pacific trade within so short a period
has an even more important bearing upon the commerce of this
country than would at first appear. As the Hawaiian Islands
are now possessions of the United States, all trade and com-
merce between them and ports of this country, under the naviga-
tion laws which have existed since 1817, is confined to vessels
of the United States; so that if the time shall come when the
Pacific Mail Company’s ships are either withdrawn from their
present route or pass under some foreign flag, neither of which
contingencies is by any means improbable, it will be up to Con-
gress either to establish a line of government owned and oper-
ated ships between San Francisco and Honoluln, or to repeal to
this extent at least our coastwise laws.

If under such a condition of affairs neither of these courses
should be adopted, the only means of communication, so far
as passengers, at least, are concerned, between this conntry
and Hawaii would be such as our ships of war might afford.
Then, too, these five ships of the Pacific Mail Company are all
manned by Chinese sailors, and in the event of any serious
trouble with China it must be expected that they would quit
their employment, in which event not one of them could be prof-
itably operated. These ships, with the single exeception of the
Minnesota, to-day constitute our entire trans-Pacific merchant
fleet, and when they vanish, what then, may I ask, is to become
of the American trade with the Orient, of which we have heard
g0 much in recent years upon this floor?

But, Mr. Chairman, to me the most serious aspect of this
deplorable situation is the fact that we are practically without
regular, direct, and certain means of communieation with our
sister Republics of South America, the enormous trade possibili-
ties with which can not be overestimated. There is not, as I
have said, a single line of American steamships engaged in this
trade. Xven the vessels of the foreign lines running out of New
York to South American ports are so poorly equipped, of such
slow speed, so infreguent, irregular, and uncertain in their
voyages, that most of the passengers, much of the freight, and
practically all of our mails for South America go by way of
Liverpool and London, thus twice crossing the Atlantic Ocean.
Such a serious handicap to our South American commerce as
this means is beyond expression in mere words. It is sim-
ply an intolerable condition, the contemplation of which is sad-
dening to every patriotic American heart. It is a burning
shame and a reproach to the American people. It is a reflection
upon the patriotism, as well as the statesmanship, of the Re-
publican party.

It will be recalled by Members of this House that some of
the delegates from this country to the Third Pan-American
Congress, held in Rio de Janeiro in 1906, were compelled by
force of circumstances to sail from New York direct to South
America. As there was, and still is, no American line, they
were obliged to go by a foreign line. In order to accommodate
them, it became necessary to consume three weeks in scouring
and cleaning the best ship by which they could secure passage
before the voyage could be begun. The remainder of the dele-
gates, fortunately for them, had gone by way of Europe, and it
is scarcely mecessary for me to add that all returned by that
more expensive and most circuitous route. The experience of
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these delegates is but confirmatory of the undeniable fact that
nobody who can avoid doing so ever travels on the regular
liners plying between New York and South American ports.

Mr. Chairman, the Republican panacea for these lamentable
conditions, as embodied in sections 23 and 24 of the free list of
this bill, when fully understood and realized, will, if I mistake
not, arouse the just indignation of all honest and patriotic
people against the party of false promises and broken pledges.

There are, Mr. Chairman, at least three remedial policies
which Congress might pursue if it really were the desire of the
Republican party to restore our ocean merchant marine to its
former prestige. No one of them, however, I think, could alone
accomplish this purpose; but, taken together, in my judgment,
they would go a long way toward solving this admittedly
difficult problem.

There are some people who insist there is but one way by
which our ocean shipbuilding industries can be resuscitated.
This class favors the adoption by Congress of a tremendously
expensive, general, and comprehensive system of subsidization.
There are others, too, who think that the true remedy lies in
free ships. They hold that American citizens should be per-
mitted to purchase ships wherever they ean be bought chegpest,
since, as is well known, shipg not built in American yards can
not now receive American registry and fly the Stars and
Stripes. In this respect, at least, our navigation laws are
unique.

I grant you that “ subsidies,” “ subventions,” or “ bounties "—
these being the terms indifferently applied, according to indi-
vidual taste or fancy, to describe those payments out of the
Public Treasury in aid of private enterprise, which are neither
more nor less than direct gifts or gratuities—if sufficiently
large, assuming that they will be applied with some judgment
and discretion, would greatly stimulate our shipbuilding inter-
ests. I question whether free ships would accomplish as much,
but I do not believe that either policy will ever be resorted to—
certainly not in the near future. Those who think that free
ships alone would restore our ocean merchant marine fail, I
think, to take into account the great difference in the cost of
operating American and foreign ships.

As a general if not invariable rule, the advocates of sub-
sidies are opposed to free ships, and vice versa. They can no
more unite in favor of the one or the other of these two propo-
sitions than water can mix with oil.

At any rate it is to be hoped that the old ship-subsidy propo-
sition, which was before Congress for ten years or more in one
form or another, will never again be brought forward. It was
not only vicious in principle, but it would never have accom-
plished what was claimed for it by its advoeates.

No one, I think, should fail to distinguish between ship sub-
sidies paid in direct bounties out of the Public Treasury in aid
of purely private enterprise and payments out of our postal
funds for services actually rendered in carrying our ocean mails
in American vessels. I am as heartily in favor of the latter
as a lezitimate means of extending our foreign commerece and
aiding in the upbuilding of the American merchant marine as
I am unalterably opposed to the former.

Myr. Chairman, the more study and thought I have given to
this problem the more firmly am I convinced that a return to
the time-honored Democratic policies of discrimipating duties
and discriminating tonnage taxes would be two long steps
toward the restoration of our ocean merchant marine. If, in
addition to the imposition of sueh diseriminating duties and
tonnage dues, as I have indieated, Congress will remove the in-
defensible duties upon all material which goes into the construc-
tion of a ship, especially those upon wire rope, plates, tees,
angles, beams, and shapes, this country will, I firmly believe,
witness such a revival in our shipping industries as has not been
known for many long years.

The objections which are urged to the imposition of diserimi-
nating daoties and discriminating tonnage dues by those who
offer in their stead only gratuities and bounties to be paid di-
rectly out of the Public Treasury are that there are commereial
conventions or agreements with certain foreign nations which
stand in the way of this course and that, even were these obsta-
cles to be overcome, conditions are so changed that the imposi-
tion of discriminating duties would not give to our vessels the
same measure of protection which was afforded in the early
days of the Republic.

It is true that there are quite a number, thirty-nine in all, of
these conventions with Great Britain and other maritime coun-
tries which provide for reciprocity in the treatment of American
and foreign vessels in their respective ports; but it is equally
true that they all provide in terms for their abrogation upon
one year's notice given by either party. If their modification
can not be effected, then this notice should be given. These

agreements surrender our commercial independence, hamper
and fetter American enterprise; and they should be either modi-
fied or entirely abrogated at the earliest possible moment.

It is a melancholy fact that since our misnamed reciprocity
policy was first inaugurated we have been steadily losing our
foreign carrying trade. Indeed, the whole history of our reci-
procity legislation proves that the United States have been
steadily the losers, for genuine reciprocity can not exist where
there are not mutual and equal concessions.

It would be an easy task to point out just where the United
States have suffered by reason of their various so-called * reci-
procity trade agreements” with Great Britain and other mari-
time countries. I shall content myself with citing one instance
in which the advantage has been wholly on one side, and that
side not our side. The act of Congress of June 19, 1886, ex-
empts from tonnage taxes in American ports vessels coming
from foreign ports in which American vessels are exempted
from tonnage or light-house dues. Because of the small extent
to which American vessels participate in our over-seas carrying
trade there is more apparent than real reciprocity involved in
the terms of this act. So far as it applies to Holland and the
Netherlands there is absolutely no reciprocity involved, for ships
from Holland and the Netherlands escape all tonnage taxes in
this country, and none of our ships go to those countries. This
is a fair illustration of the practical working of many of our
idiotic so-called “ reciprocity laws and treaties.,” The very bill
we are now considering directs the President to take the neces-
sary steps to abrogate one of our treaties. Will any intelligent
man claim that this law should not be modified, if not repealed?

It is true, Mr. Chairman, that conditions are somewhat differ-
ent now from what they were in the first part of the nineteenth
century. We now have, what did not then exist, a large free
list. But the dutiable list is still very large, and likely to re-
main so, and, besides, the percentage of the discriminating duties
could and should be materially raised, if necessary, to meet
these altered conditions. If 10 per cent would not now afford
the amount of protection needed, it could be raised to 20 per
cent, if necessary to do so. Our tonnage taxes are now, I
believe, lower than those of any other maritime country, so that
practically about all we are now doing in the foreign shipping
business is to furnish wharf and dockage privileges for the ac-
commodation of our foreign rivals, and light-houses, light-ships,
and life-saving stations for their safety and protection. These
dues, if raised to foreigners, would afford much relief to Ameri-
can shipping, as well as increase the public revenues.

The real reason—and it may as well be admitted because it
is apparent to everybody—why the Republican party persistently
and obstinately refuses to resort to these time-honored and
obviously wise methods of reviving our ocean shipping is that
the great, highly protected, and all-powerful United States Steel
Corporation will not permit a frust-ridden Congress to give
tariff-free material to American ocean shipbuilders. And, as
everybody knows, all the trusts and other highly protected in-
dustries of the United States are opposed upon general princi-
ples to the lowering of duties upon importations in American
bottoms. TUnder conditions such as these it is, I fear, tco much
to hope that any Republican Congress will ever adopt the legiti-
mate, just, and effective measures which long experience, com-
mon sense, plain duty, fair dealing, and simple honesty all
suggest.

Mr. Chairman, in view of the present attitude of the Repub-
lican party in regard to discriminating duties, it may not be
amiss to reeall to the memory of the Republicans of this body
the significant fact that the national platform of 1896—that
upon which William MecKinley first became a candidate for the
Presidency—declared in the clearest and most unequivocal
terms in favor of “diseriminating duties for the upbuilding of
our merchant marine.” Lest it be thought, in view of the sub-
sequent declarations and history of the Republican party on
this subject, that there must be some mistake about this, let me
read the entire merchant-marine plank of this platform :

We favor restoring the American policy of diseriminating duties for
the upbuilding of our merchant marine and the protection of our ship-
ping in the orel;{n carrying trade, so that American ships—the prod-
uct of American labor, employed in American shipyards, sailing under
the Stars and Stripes, and manned, officered, and owned by Ameri-
cans—may regain the carrying of our foreign commerce.

Mr. Chairman, “commercial agreements” and *free lists”
did not appear to present such obstacles in the way of diserimi-
nating duties in the year of our Lord 1896 as they did only one
year later, when the Dingley tariff measure was framed, if the
declarations of Republican platforms are to be seriously ac-
cepted. For let it not be forgotten that each and every one of
these reciprocity agreements had been signed, ratified, and pro-
mulgated prior to the adoption of this solemn platform pledge.
The last of them all, that with Japan, was promulgated as early
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as March 21, 1895, and the Republicans who composed the con-
vention which adopted this * discriminating-duty " declaration
must therefore be presumed to have known of their existence.
In view of this record it would seem to be pertinent to inquire
when the Republicans who now regard our reciprocity conven-
tions as insurmountable obstacles in the way of returning to
the “American policy of discriminating duties ” made this rather
surprising discovery? My guess is that it was made when the
steel trust and the other beneficiaries of a high-protective tariff
informed the framers of the Dingley tariff bill that such a prop-
osition would not for a moment be tolerated by them. Evidently
the Republican view of party platforms is that they are like
those of the railronds—good things to get in on, but not safe
to stand on when once in.

The facts which I have presented bearing upon the decline of
our foreign shipping interests are incontestable. The best-
informed Republicans not only do not deny that their party is
responsible for the present lamentable conditions, but they have
been forced to admit it. Gen. Charles H. Grosvenor, for many
years prior to the last Congress a distingnished Member of this
House and chairman of the Committee on the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, declared in a letter, which has been printed as
a public document, that the shrinkage of our ocean merchant
marine to a third of what it had been in 1861—he might with
truth have said to less than a sixth—was “a disgrace to the
Republican party, the one great Republican failure, the one
deepest blot on Republican administrations.” In an eloquent
panegyric upon the alleged achievements of the Republican
party, delivered upon this floor a few weeks ago by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Fasserr], that gentleman said,
speaking of our foreign shipping:

his industry of carrying goods upon the high seas Is the one Ameri-
car? industry gat bnnr;{eng&fnu%hte% upon tﬁe altar of protection. I
have pno qualms in facing it agree with the gentleman from Mis-
gissippi for once, and I agree with the gentleman from Missouri for
once, that the protective tariff has slaughtered our American merchant
deep-sea marine.

AMr. Chairman, the enemies of the Republican protective-tariff
system have justly laid many sins at its doors; but it has been
left to two of the most eminent members of that party—two of
the ablest of the defenders of the system of legalized robbery—
to paint it in its blackest and most repulsive colors.

1t is undeniably true that the Republican party, at the behest
of the steel trust and its allied interests, has sacrificed our
foreign shipping upon the altar of protection, for whilst there
are many flourishing shipyards in this country engaged exclu-
gively in building and repairing vessels employed in our pro-
tected coastwise trade—that were, at least, prospering up to
the beginning of the present fiscal year—there are only some
ten that build ships for the ocean foreign-carrying trade. For
years, owing to the handicaps under which they have labored,
they have almost wholly ceased to build this character of mer-
chant ships, and but for the naval construction which they have
been able to secure they wonuld all leng since have been driven
into bankruptcy. These great shipyards represent a capital of
$50,000,000, and at the beginning of the current fiscal year were
giving employment to 20,000 skilled mechanics and laborers.
Seven of these yards are located upon the Atlantic seaboard
and three on the Pacific coast. The great Newport News Ship-
building and Dry Dock Company, the largest single shipbuilding
concern on this continent, and the best equipped, if not the
largest, on the globe, is located within the district which I have
the honor to represent here. It has suffered in common with all
the others, if not to the same extent as some of them. Nine
months ago it had upon its pay rolls 5,700 men. To-day there
are only about 3,800, whose salaries aggregate something over
$40,000 per week. A few years ago this great industry em-
ployed mnearly 8,000 men and paid out to them as much as
$80,000 o week. This is what Republican policies have done
for these great works—this illustrates how they have been
“ sacrificed on the altar of protection.”

In all seriousness, I ask can Congress, can even the Re-
publican party, afford to thus sacrifice a great industry like
this. At the yards of this company 7 of the 16 battle ships
which recently encircled the globe, and many of the splendid
cruisers, and other vessels which constitute our well-nigh match-

‘less navy, were constructed. Two of the 6 magnificent ships

which constitute what still remains of the American merchant
fleet in the Pacific, and the swiftest of all the greyhounds
that plow the waters of that bread ocean, are the products of
these mammoth works. It was here, too, that the Delaware, the
largest battle ship afloat, was recently launched.

Can it be possible that this Congress can feel no pride in a
great mational industrial enterprise such as this? The ship-
building and shipowning interests of America go hand in hand—

the prosperty of the one must ever depend upon that of the
other. [Applause on the Democratie side.]

Mr. McMORRAN. If the gentleman will allow me, I notice
that he is interested in the building up of the merchant marine.
There seem to be many difficnlties existing to-day that are in-
surmountable by the American people. Has it ever occurred to
the gentleman that we are building up an immense navy, and
that at the present timme we are short of the necessary auxilia-
ries for that navy? Would it not be well for the American
Congress to appropriate money enough to build auxiliaries for
the navy, and let the United States Government equip and fit
them for the merchant marine, running to South America say,
and to eastern ports as the demand might require? I suggest
that in that way, inasmuch as private eapital can not at the
present time be induced to enter this business, inasmuch as
the Government needs these auxiliaries and the men to equip
them, it would be much cheaper for the Government of the
United States to have the men and the auxiliary ships em-
ployed in the merchant marine, carrying whatever business
might be secured, than it would be to build the necessary
auxiliaries and maintain them lying at the docks and doing
nothing.

Mr, JONES. Mr. Chairman, I believe that if the great dis-
advantages under which the ocean shipping interest of this
country has so long labored were removed private capital counld
readily be induced to build American ships. I agree with the
gentleman that we sadly need these aunxiliaries; but I should
hesitate long before giving my assent to having the Government
enter upon the business of building merchant ships, when, by
merely enacting the proper legislation—legislation which we do
not enact simply because the all-powerful United States Steel
Corporation insists that we shall not—our merchant marine
would be relieved of the intolerable burdens now imposed upon
it. Properly encouraged we would have that merchant marine
which the gentleman and I both so much desire, a merchant
marine which, in time of war, might be used as an auxiliary
navy. Hemove the fetters now imposed upon our ocean mer-
chant marine and we will soon have American-built and Ameri-
can-owned ships which, in an emergency, could be quickly con-
verted into naval scouts and ecruisers, transports and colliers.

Mr. McMORRAN. Will the gentleman kindly state what the
fetters are which are now hampering the building up of our
merchant marine?

Mr. JONES. That is exactly what I have already endeavored
to do. I have stated that of all our American indnstries this
one alone has been left unprotected, and I have endeavored to
point out how and why this is. Republicans tell us, in effect,
that it is not because they love the merchant marine less, but
that they love the steel trust more. I am inclined to accept this
view.

Our coastwise shipping, having a monopoly in our domestic
trade, has heretofore prospered, although denied the privilege
of tariff-free material, How much longer it will continue to do
g0, I can not say. The last fiscal year was a most prosperous one
for that trade; but I am informed by the Commissioner of Navi-
gation that during the last two or three months of the current
fiscal year the falling off in the total tonnage built has been
amazing, as compared with the corresponding period in the last
fiscal year. I should like to see the tariff removed from mate-
rial used in’'the vessels exclusively employed in our domestic
trade; but since they are given, under our navigation laws, an
absolute monopoly in that immense trade, they do not, of course,
stand in the same need of tariff-free materials as do the ships
engaged in the foreign trade, which compete on the open high
a?nge‘ with the merchant vessels of every maritime nation on the
glo

If I have not sueceeded in convincing the House that the reme-
dies I suggest for the resuscitation of our dying ocean merchant
marine will accomplish what is claimed for them, I at least
hope that I have been able to demonstrate that this bill, if
enacted into law, will not give to it tariff-free material, and
that its authors are not, or at least should not be, ignorant of
this fact.

The shipping question is one in which the people in every
State of the Union are deeply concerned—those who dwell in
the interior as well as those whose abode is upon the seacoast.
Mr. Jefferson said that agriculture, manufactures, commerce,
and navigation constituted the four pillars of our prosperity.
In the extent of our coast lines and the magnitude of our for-
elgn commerce we are unsurpassed by any country on the globe.
To build our own ships and to earry our foreign as we carry
our domestic commerce is our bounden duty and our inalienable
right. And yet, entitled by every natural advantage to take
first place among the maritime nations of the earth, we
have been content for nearly half a century to follow in
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the wake of even the smallest and the weakest of our com-
mercial rivals,

Mr. Chairman, if we would rehabilitate our rapidly decaying
ocean merchant marine, if we would regain that commanding
position upon the seas once ours, it is imperative that we adopt
with the shortest possible delay some definite and well-con-
sidered, some consistent and sane policy, in regard to our for-
eign shipping. The unparalleled growth and prosperity of our
domestic shipping is wholly due to the wise policy so firmly es-
tablished by the navigation act of 1828, and I do not doubt that
Congress can, if it will apply itself to the task with high and
patriotic resolve, evolve a permanent system of encouragement
and protection, sound in economy and wise in principle, such
as will cause to flourish once again the most deserving as well
as the most ancient of American industries. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, in the very able and entertaining
speech which he made in the House on the 24th of March the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Crark] used the following lan-
guage:

While T am mﬁ, these prelimin

statements, and I do not think
I am wasting time

meaking them, 1 want to say a word about the

Committee on Wai's and Means. I say now that no 18 men—because

there were onl Mr. Granger being sick wit the disecase which

finally proved fat tal to hlm-———uo 18 men, ts and Republicans

both, in the history of this country ever did hm'der. more tedious, more

mdgui? or more honest work than the 18 members of the Ways and
ommittee did in these hearings.

And a little later he added:

I am not complaining. We nim&}y did our duty; but 1 have no doubt
that it shortened all our lives @ not only worked like galley slaves
glénﬁotherpmpewemtnkin but we tried to ascertain the

There is nothing in this statement, Mr. Chairman, that is in
the nature of news to those of us who have been here during
the past winter and have been personal witnesses of the un-
wearying industry and faultless fidelity with which our honored
colleagues of the Committee on Ways and Means have devoted
their days and nights to their important and really stupendous
task. We do not need any evidence either, other than our per-
sonal acquaintance with them, to convince us that any measure
of legislation coming from their hands would be framed with
no other thought than to deal justly by all the people and to
promote the general welfare.

Nevertheless, I am glad that the distinguished leader of the
minority took the opportunity to pay this deserved tribute to
his colleagues on the Committee on Ways and Means because of
the assurance it gives to the country that this bill has been
considered honestly and in good faith. The gentleman from
Missouri is not given to the distribution of empty and conven-
tional compliments, He is not prone either to overlook an
opportunity to make a point against a political opponent. This
certificate of honest effort, coming from him, will therefore be
taken at its par value throughout the country.

He will oppose the bill, of course; but he will do it, as I un-
derstand his speech, because he disagrees with the fundamental
principle upon which the bill is constructed and not because he
believes there is any sinister influence or any unpatriotic pur-
pose behind its provisions. It is characteristic of the gentleman
from Missouri, who always fights fair, to have made this dis-
tinction clear, and as one member of the majority, I wish to
express my appreciation. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, looking at this measure from the standpoint
of a protectionist, I find as little in it to condemn as my friend
from Missouri, viewing it from the standpoint of one who
holds to the doctrine that a tariff should be levied for revenue
only, has found in it to commend. Taking it by and large, it
seems to me it meets absolutely and in good faith every pledge
of the Republican platform and the reasonable expectations of
the country. In the main it is logical, consistent, and well bal-
anced, and I am inclined to think we may well congratulate our-
selves if it is finally written upon the statute books in as good
shape as it comes from our commitiee.

Excellent, however, as the bill is in its main features, I am
not among those who would be willing to vote for it as it
stands without making at least an effort to change some of its
provisions. I realize what a tremendous task it is to construct
a tariff bill, and when I remember that 12 very able and
wholly honest men have given their days and nights for long
weeks and months to the study of the subjects embraced within
this bill, and that its schedules represent their composite judg-
ment, it is with a great deal of diffidence that I express dissent
from any of these schedules.

And yet I remember that a tariff bill, to a greater extent,
perhaps, than any other class of legislation, must of necessity
be a series of compromises; that in balancing the claims of dif-
ferent sections of the country, with their varied and often con-

flicting interests, it is nearly impossible that absolute justice
should be done in every case; and I think it is the duty of a
Representative who believes that the views or interests of his
constituents have not been sufficiently econsidered to enter his
protest, and endeavor in every proper way to have such changes
made as the facts may seem to warrant.

Believing this, and voicing, as I think I do, the sentiments
of a large majority of the constituents that I have the honor
to represent here, I wish to speak very briefly of some of the
changes I would like to see made in this bill.

In the first place, I should like to see the provision for an
inheritance tax stricken out. I have expressed this opinion
not because I dissent from the proposition that inheritances
should be taxed; on the contrary, I am in hearty accord with
that doctrine, But it seems to me, in view of the fact that
83 or 34 States of the Union have already entered this field,
that they have obtained thereby a sort of prescriptive right
to it which ought not now to be invaded by the Federal Govern-
ment. As evidence of the sentiment in one of these States, I
send to the Clerk's desk and ask to have read a house con-
current resolution passed by the legislature of Kansas.

The Clerk read as follows:

House concurrent resolution 24.
RESERVATION OF INHERITANCE TAXES TO THE BTATES.

Whereas the several Btates are now inheritances with marked
success anc}l need all the revenue that can properly be drawn from this
source; an

Whereas the Fede‘ra.l Government can readily ralse additional reve-
nue, when from other sources: Therefore be it

Resolved bg !M fcgumuro or the State of Kansas

First. That the taxation of inheritances should be reserved to the
bmmaﬂ States as a source of revenue for their exclusive use and

Becond. That the legislature of the Etate of Kansas hereby respect-
fully requests and urges the several Senators and Representatives repre-
sen the Btate of Kansas in the Congress of the United States to
support a properly drawn joint resolution when proposed for adoption

theltwo Houses of the Congress, declaring it to be the policy of the

era ment to refrain from the taxation of inheritances for
federal pu and to reserve this source of revenue for the exclu-
sive use benefit of the several States.

I hereby certify that the above concurrent resolution originated iIn
the house and passed that body Febroary 20, 31909

DoLLE
Speaker o tho House.
W.pTe? Bzcg,
Chief Clerk of the House.

W. J. FrrzaEmAn

Prrald’cus of thc ‘Senate.
Z. B. WyaNT,

Becretary of the Senate.

W. R. Stumns, Governor.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I shall seek an opportunity to
vote against the inberitance-tax provision in this bill, not only
out of deference to the sentiment expressed in the resolution
that has just been read, but because that sentiment meets with
the approval of my own judgment. It has been repeatedly
stated in the course of the debate upon this clause that there
are already some 33 or 34 States which tax inheritances. Ob-
viously, therefore, if the Federal Government enters this field,
it means either that the State must abandon this source of
revenue or that we will have imposed upon the people a system
of double taxation, which i8 always odious and usually unjust.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield for a ques-
tion and explanation?

Mr. SCOTT. Yes.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Whether or not the system of double
taxation, in a measure, does not obtain even in the States?
For instance, the people are taxed all over the State for state
purposes, and they are taxed in cities and towns not only for
the benefit of the municipalities, but a tax is also imposed upon
them for the benefit of the State.

Mr. SCOTT. That is true. Of course, under our system of
government the people must support all of their governmental
institutions, local, state, and federal. I referred to the fact only
that the passage of this section in this bill would impose a double
taxation upon the same sort of property, the same kind of trans-
fers of property.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr, SCOTT. Yes.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia, I understood the gentleman to
state that he is opposed to this provision. Now, the theory upon
which the State taxes or any government taxes inheritance, is
that the State by statute authorizes the transfer of property by
deed, by will, or other conveyance. Now, the United States
does not grant that power to a citizen of n State and is not a
sovereign in that regard. Is not there a distinction to be drawn
in that respect?

Passed the senate March 4, 1909.

Approved March 5, 1909.
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Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I do not think there could be
any objection to the imposition of this tax by the Federal Gov-
ernment except the one I mention, that the field has already
been entered upon by state governments. We have heretofore
in times past levied a tax upon the transfer of property, upon
deeds and mortgages, and instruments of that character, I
think there is no question but what the Federal Government has
abundant right to levy such a tax.

Mr, BARTLETT of Georgia. There is the internal-revenue
tax.

Mr. SCOTT. I only protest against the policy of it in view
of the action of the several States,

Mr. Chairman, I should like also to have an opportunity—
and I have no doubt I shall have, and I shall gladly avail my-
self of it—to vote to put lumber on the free list. This question
has been considered at such length in the House in the course of
this debate that I do not intend to weary the committee at this
time with a protracted discussion of it. It seems to me, how-
ever, that if there is any one subject of taxation upon which the
people have declared their opinion, it is in relation to the duty
on lumber. It is true that in certain sections of the country,
where the lumber industry is a dominant one, the sentiment
doubtless is in favor of the duty, but in the rest of the country,
comprising: the great bulk of the population, the sentiment is as
nearly unanimous in opposition to such a tariff as it ever has
been on any one subject, and I believe myself that this senti-
ment is well founded.

I am not of the opinion that the removal of the duty on
lumber would make any particular change in the retail price
of that product. It has always seemed to me preposterous to
charge up the recent great advance in lumber, an advance of
60 to 100 per cent, which has taken place in the last ten years,
to a tariff of only $2 per thousand, which has remained the
same throughout that entire period. Yet it does seem reason-
ably clear that the imposition of this tariff promotes specula-
tion in stumpage, which has already gone to an extent that
seems to me to be deplorable, and whieh is no doubt responsible
more than any other one thing for the increase in the retail
price of lnmmber; and if by striking down this tariff we can re-
strain in some degree this speculation, I think we will have
done well. I should not feel very strongly against the moderate
tariff carried in this bill on lumber if it were plain and straight-
forward, and meant nothing more than it said. But there is
a limiting proviso, which seems to me to break the promise to
the hope which the other schedule makes to the ear. The
proviso I refer to is as follows:

Provided, That if any country, dependency, province, or other sub-
division of government shall impose an export dun or other export
charge of any kind whatsoever vpon, or any discrimination against,
any forest product exported to the United States, or if any country,
dependency, vrovince, or other subdivision of government forbids or
restricts the exportation of any forest product to the United States in
any way, there shall be imposed upon all of the forest products of
such country when import into the United States the duties pre-
scribed in section 3 of this act during the continuance of such export
dutles, charges, embargo, discrimination, or restriction.

As I understand the situation which exists in Canada, the
enactment of this proviso into law would mean practically
the maintenance of the duties levied in the Dingley bill upon
lumber, and I think this Congress would be justly .criticised
if it should enact a provision which in effect imposes the duty
carried in the old bill while pretending to cut that duty in half,

I am of the opinion also that to remove the duty on lumber
will tend to conserve our forests. That is another question
upon which I do not care to enter at length. It would seem,
however, to be clear to anyone that if we can extend the area
of the territory from which we draw our supply of lumber the
draft upon any particular part of that territory will be corre-
spondingly reduced. If we can open the forests of Canada to the
people of the United States, it is certain that the drain upon our
own forests will be lessened.

I am of the opinion also that hides should be restored to the
dutiable list as they are under the existing law. This is an-
other question which has been debated at such great length that
I shall not consume much time in discussing it. Let me say
briefly that the argument appeals to me in this way: The re-
moval of the duty would do one of two things, it would either
reduce the price of hides or it would not reduce the price.
That far at least I think I am safe. If it does not reduce the
price of hides, then no good has been accomplished to any in-
dustry, and the Treasury of the United States has simply been
muleted by whatever tariff has heretofore been or would here-
after be collected from that source. If it does diminish the
price on hides, it seems clear to me that the man who produces
the hides will ultimately stand the loss.

There has been a great deal of gquestion as to whether the
advantage would go to the packers or not. It may not be known

to all the members of this committee that all the great packing
houses which have made Kansas City, U. 8. A., famous, are on
the Kansas side of the line and are in my district. I have not
had an intimation from any man engaged in the packing in-
dustry that he had the remotest interest one way or the other
in this guestion; and from that I infer either that the packers
do not believe the removal of the duty would lessen the price
or in any way damage their interests, or they believe that if
the price were reo uced they would be able to charge it back
upon the farmers, to the stock growers from whom they obtain
the hides as part of the cattle in the first instance. I believe,
therefore, that it is to the interest of the great farming and
stock-growing sections, which I have the honor to represent
here, that the duty should remain as it is, and I do not think
that the retention of this duty will inflict any appreciable dam-
age upon any other industry.

I wish to have an opportunity also to vote to restore ten to
the free list. Itis my understanding of the doctrine of protection
that its fundamental principle is to levy duties upon luxuries
and upon articles coming into this country in competition with
the products of our own fields or factories, and that it is not in
accordance with the doctrine of protection to levy a duty upon
a necessity of life that is not produced in our own country and
does not come in competition with any of our products.

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield to a question for
information?

Mr. SCOTT. If I can give the gentleman any information, I
will be glad to do so.

Mr. MANN. If any one here can give if, the gentleman from
Kansas can, and my question is whether we are now engaged in
trying to raise tea?

Mr. SCOTT. By the aid of the Government, extended at the
rate of some $10,000 a year for the past ten or twelve years, it
has been demonstrated on a plantation in South Carolina that
tea can be grown in the United States. I can not in the time
that I have left go into all the details, which seem to show that
that industry will never attain to such proportions as in any
considerable degree to supply the wants of our own people, but
that fact seems to be clear. ;

Tea is grown on this plantation under the conditions which
prevail there and with government assistance at a cost of
about 40 or 50 cents per pound. And it has been stated that if
the taste of the people of the United States could be cultivated
for this tea, and if this tea could be advertised so that there
would be a demand for it, it might be grown profitably. But it
involves the use of labor at not to exceed 50 or 75 cents a day,
and I do not believe that we should levy a tax upon all the
people of the United States in order to build up an industry in
our country which at its best estate ean only pay such a wage
as that, 1 realize, of course, that the committee in transferring
ten to the dutiable list had the thought of revenue chiefly in
mind, but it seems to me there is at least one other source of
revenue which ought to be tapped before we levy this tribute
upon the breakfast table or the tea table of the people of the
United States. I am sure that an additional internal revenue
tax upon beer would raise a larger revenne than the proposed
tax upon tea, and one that would be less felt by the people of
the United States.

Mr, MANN., At least felt less by the people of Kansas,

Mr. SCOTT. The gentleman is quite right in his suggestion
that the people of Kansas will not worry about an added tax on
beer.

During the Spanish war the tax upon beer was doubled, mak-
ing the amount $2 a barrel instead of §1. Personally, I should
be glad to see that tax restored. I realize that this bill is de-
signed to raise revenue and not to regulate the liguor trafiie,
and yet if in raising revenue we incidentally regulated the liguor
trafiic to some extent I do not think the people of the country
would have any complaint to make. DBut if it is not believed
possible or feasible or just to impose an additional tax of $1 a
barrel, let it be 50 cents, or let it be 25 cents even, for I venture
to say that so inconsiderable an increase as 25 cents a barrel on
beer, which certainly would not be felt by that industry, speak-
ing of it now as other industries, from a merely commercial
standpoint, would raise a far greater revenue than a tax of 8
cents a pound on tea.

There are a number of other changes which I should like to
see made in this bill, but my time will not permit me to discuss
them now. In a general way, let me say, I want to see this bill
so framed as to lessen the cost of the necessaries of life wher-
ever that can be done without reducing the wages of any Ameri-
can worker or depriving him of employment, and I believe that
will be done.

But there is one provision in this bill to which I wish to
direct my remarks chiefly, and to which I particularly invite the
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attention of the members of the committee, and that is the pro-
vision placing zinc ore upon the dutiable list at the rate of 1
cent a pound for the zinc content.

Individuoally, I have no financial interest in any zine smelter
or in any zinc mine. The people of my State, however, have a
very deep interest in the smelting industry. The people of my
home county have a great interest in it. It may be in the na-
ture of news to some of the members of this committee to learn
that the State of Kansas produces more than one-half of all
the metallic zinc that is produced in the United States—fully
one-seventh of all the spelter that is produced in the world.
One-half, or nearly one-half, of the zine smelted in the State
of Kansas is smelted in my home county, and as an evidence
of the sentiment of the people there, as an evidence of the judg-
ment which they have passed upon this proposed duty, I send to
the Clerk’s desk and will ask to have read a series of resolu-
tions adopted at a mass meeting held a few days ago in my
home town of Jola and sent to me by wire,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Iorna, KaANs., March 19, 190).
Cuinres F. Scorr,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.:

Resolutions by mass meeﬂ?g:

Whereas the proposed tar law purposes increasing the duty on
zinc ore to 1 eent a pound for the contained zine; and

Whereas the United Btates does not produce sufficient zinc-bearing
ores to furnish the smelters of the conntry, and the importation of
forel ore has become a necessity; and

Whereas, while the importation of zinc-bearing ores has constantly
inereased, the aver price of ore in this countrg has constantly and
satisfactorily appreciated, and the importation of foreign ores has in
gct:\\;lsa a.l.'f%cted the home market for ores produced in the United

ates; an

Whereas, while the injury will be irreparable to southeastern
Kansas and its business interests, it will ecarry no corresponding
benefit to any other section of the United States; and

Whereas the proposed duty will be a serious blow to the smelting
industry, grown in the past few years to one of the largest in 3
and the proposed duty will certainly result in the shutting down of
many smelters and the consequent throwing out of employment of a
large number of men: Therefore be it

Resolved by the business men of Iola, Gas Cily, and Laharpe in
mags convenlion assembled, That we most earnestly protest against the
frrogomd duty, and urge our Representative in Congress, Hon. CHARLES

. Scorr, and the other Represeniatlves and Senators from Kansas to
use their influence and all honorable means to avert this threatened
danger to one of the greatest manufacturing Iindustries of the State

of Kansas.
A. H, CaAwrPBELL, Chairman.

Mr. SCOTT. I have a similar set of resolutions from the
Commercial Club of Pittsburg, Kans., and from the Commercial
Club of Altoona, Kans., and from numerous other localities, but
I will not burden the Recorp with them or take the time of the
committee to read them. The interest we have in this matter is
obvious.

I see, Mr. Chairman, that my time has expired. May I ask
for ten minutes longer?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may continue for ten min-
utes longer.

AMr. S8COTT. I sympathize deeply with the people of the min-
ing sections of Kansas and Missouri in their demand for pro-
tection against the very cheaply produced ore of Mexico and
of British Columbia. I believe that they are entitled to a rea-
sonable degree of protection. But it does seem to me that, in
placing a duty of 1 cent a pound upon the zinc content of for-
eign ore, while at the same time reducing the duty vpon the fin-
ished product, the spelter, from a cent and a half to 1 cent a
pound, the advocates of the interests of the mining section have
overreached themselves, and if their wishes could be enacted
into law their own purpose would be defeated.

What would it mean to have a duty of a cent a pound on
Mexican zine? 'That would advance the cost of Mexican ore
until it would be equivalent, according to fizures that have been
given to me and which I believe to be reliable, to a price for
the Joplin ore of $46.45 a ton.

At that price let us see what the foreign metal producers
would be deoing while the American ore producer was hiding
behind his tariff wall. Ore can be shipped from the Mexican
mines to the Delgian smelters at $5.50 a ton, $1 less than the
freight rate from Mexico to Kansas. Spelter can be shipped
from Belgium to Boston for 10 cents a hundred. It costs the
Kansas manufacturer 284 cents to ship his product to the same
market. What does this mean? It means that the Belgian
smelter, paying $10.47 for the ore at the Mexican mines—and
that is his standing offer—paying $5.50 a ton freight, paying
$10 a ton to treat it, paying 10 cents a hundred freight back to
the Boston market, and 1 cent a pound dutr, can lay his spelter
down in Boston, duty paid, for $4.92 a hundred. But the Kan-
sas smelter, paying a corresponding price for ore, will find that

it will cost him $5.75 a hundred pounds to lay his finished
product down in Boston. That is to say, at a price of $46.45
a ton for Joplin ore, which it ought to bring if we levy a duty
of a cent a pound on the Mexican ore, the Kansas smelter would
suffer a loss of 83 cents on every hundred pounds of metal, or
substantially $9 on every ton of ore that he treated. Obviously
it would be impossible for him to continue his business.

It would follow, therefore, that the American markets for
spelter, all of them east of the Ohio River, at least, would be
taken away from the American producer of that article. Now
95 per cent of all the spelter consumed in the United States is
consumed east of the Ohio River. Drive the Kansas smelter
out of that territory, therefore, and you have made it impossi-
ble for him to do business; and when you have made it im-
possible for him fo do business, you have also put out of busi-
ness the miner in the Joplin and the Galena districts.

Mr, FOSTER of Vermont, Is not that his condition just
now?

Mr. SCOTT. No; it is not his condition now.

Mr. FOSTER of Vermont. Are not three-fourths of the mills
shut down, and were not they last fall?

Mr, SCOTT. Let me state to the gentleman, in answer to
his question, that the production of zinc ore in the Joplin dis-
trict fell off only 124 per cent during the year from October,
1907, to October, 1908, as compared with the year preceding,
which was a highly prosperous year, and I venture to say there
were very few lines of industry in this country that have not
suffered a greater loss than that.

So I do not think it is true that the Joplin miner is unable to
do business now.

But, as I said in the beginning, I am perfectly willing that
the Joplin miner should have a reasonable protection. I believe
a duty of $2 a ton would give him a fair profit in his business,
because, according to the figures which have been given to me
and whieh I believe to be reliable, a duty of $2 a ton on Mexican
ore would make the price practically $40 a ton for Joplin ore at
the Joplin mines, and that is certainly a fair, if not a generous
price. It is to be remembered that the American ore is already
protected by a freight rate of $6.50 a ton as against §1 from
the mines to the smelter. It is protected by its superior grade
to the extent of $17 a ton, and it is protected by a duty on
the lead contained in the zine ore, and which can not be saved
in smelting, equivalent to about a dollar a ton.

I believe, therefore, it would be vastly to the interest of both
these industries if either one or both of two things should be
done.

Let us have the duty on ore placed at a reasonable figure,
and let us have the duty on spelter correspondingly increased.
It is perfectly obvious that by placing the same duty on ore as
on spelter you have made it impossible for the American pro-
ducer of spelter to hold his own market, And if you take the
spelter market away from the American producer you have also
destroyed the market for American ore.

Furthermore, I do not believe that in raising the duty on
ore and lowering it on spelter we are following the true pro-
tection doctrine. I do not believe that we are carrying out the
philosophy of protection. The distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means, in his great speech presenting
this bill to the House, stated the doctrine very accurately when
he said:

The duty on the finished article must be higher than the duty on raw
material from which It was made because it involves more labor.
There is always to every tariff schedule, even a tariff schedule for
revenne, a graduoation of the duties from raw material up, according
to the degree of manufacture.

Undoubtedly the logie of protection demands that we place a
higher duty upon the finished product than upon the raw
material from which that product is made. I think it can be
demonstrated without question that a duty of $2, or $3 at the
outside, would afford the Joplin miners ample protection; and
if that can be done, perhaps the producer of spelter may be able
to get along with the duty he now has. But if you are going
to place a prohibitive duty on the ore you must not fail to put
a prohibitive tariff upon the spelter also. I hope therefore that
before this bill is enacted into law it will be more consistent
and logical in this respect, so that both of these great indus-
tries may be afforded the protection to which their prominence
and importance in the industrial life of our country entitles
them. [Loud applause.]

Mr. PETERS, Mr, Chairman, the problem of the tariff is to
provide from customs duties, in the most equitable manner Con-
gress can devise, a certain amount of revenue. The public de-
mand is for a genuine revision of the tariff downward. This de-
mand the bill absolutely fails to meet. I intend to call the at-
tention of the committee to certain defects in the bill and show
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the alarming figures to which the expenses of our Government
have increased and that the party responsible for them can not
be relied on to raise from the people the burden of taxation.
The bill, which lowers certain duties, raises others, and certain
of the provisions and changes affect to such disadvantage our
country’s industries that they call insistently for an alteration
of the present provisions of the measure.
FREE RAW AMATERIALS—DEMOCRATIC DOCTRINE.

To the public demand for free raw materials, free coal, free
iron, free hides, and free lumber, the committee has paid some
heed, and, with the exception of the duty on soft coal and
Inmber, the duty on the latter of which is reduced, has placed
on the free list these essentinls of our manufactures. Though
the bill is reported by the Republican majority, they can not
claim the entire credit for this needed reform. The whole moye-
ment for a revision of the tariff, and particularly the movement
for free raw materials, was forced from the Republicans by
public sentiment. Public sentiment demanded for our indus-
tries the stimulus of free raw materials and refused to pay toll
any longer to those who control our natural resources for the
means of carrying on our manufactures. To the Democratic
party must be given, and properly given, the credit for heeding
this public sentiment and stimulating the interest and under-
standing of the public demands on this subject. Insistent and
determined, Democratic platforms and Democratic orators have
brought to the publie the realization of the importance of the
doctrine of free raw materials, and that public has by its de-
mands forced from the reluetant Committee on Ways and Means
the present concessions in the tariff bill. [Loud applause.]

The demand for free raw materials was first voiced and
brought forward as an issue by a Democratic President, Mr.
Cleveland ; and Willlam E. Russell, ex-governor of Massachu-
setts, said, in 1899, in a speech comparing the Democratic and
Republican platforms, referring to the question of free raw
material :

Now, contrast that evasive platform with the declaration-of Democ-

racy upon the gquestion. Weé do not hesitate to say, in answer to the
demands of business interests and of the whole ple, that we stand
for free wool, for free coal to make more cheerful the fireside of the
humblest home and to give our industries greater prosperity. Free iron
we demand ; free raw materials we demand, and cheaper necessaries of
life. There is no evasion in the platform of the Democratic party.

LUMBER.

The duty on Iumber, already cut by this bill, should, beyond
question, be entirey removed. Lumber goes into every home and
the duty places on every man who owns or rents a home an added
cost. We are trying, at great expense, to preserve our fast-van-
ishing forests, and propose to expend vast sums in preserving
them. The duty on lumber, even as it is left, places a premium
on this destruction and hastens the day when we shall be de-
pendent for our supply of lumber on other countries. The
reduction made to the duty on lumber gives little benefit.
About 90 per cent of the lumber shipped by rail goes through
the planing mill before shipment, and still pays a tariff. The
gentleman from New York [Mr. PaysEe], in announcing that he
had no objection to a separate vote on the lumber paragraphs,
said;: “If the result is that lumber gets on the free list, don't
blame me.” The gentleman need have no fear of the country's
blaming him for any addition to the free list.

HIDES.

The placing of hides on the free list is but following out the
policy of the country from 1873 to 1897. A determined effort
will be made, it is reported, to again place hides under the
protection of a tariff. Since hides are a raw material entering
into a product of universal use, the duty on them adds to the
cost of living of everyone in our country, and handicaps by its
exactions an industry furnishing employment to thousands of
our people, The farmer has failed to benefit by this duty and
its removal would cheapen for him the price of shoes.

MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM CLAUSE OPERATES AS A HARDSHIP.

The maximum and minimum clause provides that if any pref-
erential duty shall be given by one foreign country to another
the maximum rates shall operate automatically, as provided in
gection 3. This clause is worded most unfortunately for its
object, and in its present shape will hold over our manufacturers
a tremendous menace to their industries. When the knowledge
of such a preferential rate reaches the United States officials,
certain articles are automatically taken from the free list
and placed under a 20 per cent ad valorem duty. This
would apply not only to new articles placed on the free list,
but to 68 articles already on the free list under the present law.
The object of double tariff duties is to facilitate foreign com-
merce and protect in foreign markets the interest of our exports.

Germany accomplishes this through treaties for a certain num-
ber of years, usually ten. France accomplishes it through the
action of the legislature from year to year. The latter method
is uncertain and is primarily actuated by a desire to retain the
home markets to domestic manufacturers. The German
method is directed more toward extending foreign trade.
Mutual benefits, however, can be obtained in each case
through negotiations, although the benefits are greater
under the German management than under the French. The
present bill applies an entirely different methed. An illus-
tration may serve to show the effect of this provision. If
Germany should give to France a reduction on cotton laces
imported from that country, then, by the terms of this bill, from
20 to 40 per cent added duties must be collected on nearly all
goods imported into this country from Germany. But the fact
that we can not afford to export cotton lace in any guantity to
Germany, or that there are large industries in our country which
derive their raw materials from Germany, makes no difference.
The penalty falls not only on the German manufacturers, but on
our own as well. It prevents their having the lowest duties for
their raw materials. Should we offer to reduce to Germany
duties on materials imported from her markets in return for re-
duced duties on our machinery and food, it would be an advan-
tage for all concerned. This provision, however, throws away
such a plan and by its very terms makes negotiations impossible.

Another illustration of the danger of the application of this
clause is shown by its effect on iron pyrites. This sub-
stance is the basic raw material for sulphuric acid and is
required by all the chemical manufacturers in this country.
To cut off their industry from this raw material would
create havoc with the entire chemical industry. Of the
pyrites used in the United States, three-fourths come from
Spain. Under the maximum and minimum clause, should Spain
give any preference whatever to any other country on any arti-
cle, the maximuom duty of 20 per cent ad valorem immediately
would go into effect automatically and the manufacturers of
chemiecals would find themselves face to face with such a duty
on their raw material as would badly disorganize their in-
dustry. This condition applies to bismuth and citrate of lime
as well. Great uncertainty is naturally caused by this
provision, as no manufacturer can tell when this great
blow may be struck at his frade. The provisions of this
clause are a direct challenge to retaliation. They do not offer
a premium for a lower rate, but a penalty, applied alike to the
home consumer and the foreigner, should any concession be
given a country from which we do not benefit. The application
of this provision to such a country will automatically raise the
rate fixed in the bill from 20 per cent to 40 per cent, and would
put on goods now on the free list a tax of 20 per cent. Had this
clause been intended as a deliberate device to nullify the reduc-
tions of the tariff, except as to our imports from England or
some free-trade country, it could not have been better adapted
to that end. Marvelously unfit for any purpose of advantage,
this provision is rightly characterized as a rather clumsy
humbug., [Applause.]

FPRESENT BILL NOT A GENUINE REVISION.

This tariff bill is the result of a demand for revision of the
tariff from all over the country, Since the tariff was first com-
menced, with one exception each revision has been upward, and
the demand, growing more and more insistent, is now for a
revision—not as in the past, in the interest of the manufac-
turers, but in the interest of the consumers. That the present
bill fails to provide a genuine revision in the interest of the
consumers, no one who studies its provisions ean guestion, and
as its working will be more and more understood there will be
greater and greater criticism of the failure to really provide for
a cheapening of the articles in use in everyday life.

The revenue collected from customs under the proposed bill,
it is estimated, will be $11,666,748.25 greater than under the
present law. The average rates of protection now are 44.16
per cent, and under the Payne bill they are not lowered, but are
increased to 45.72 per cent. The new bill, in response to the
public demands for lighter tariff burdens, proposes to collect
from customs $11,666,748.25 more duties, and to collect them on
rates of protection increased, on the average, according to the
government experts, 1.56 per cent over those of the Dingley bill,
the burden of whose rates of protection the public has been
justly ecomplaining of.

REPUBLICAN PARTY RESPONSIBLE FOR INCREASED EXFPEXSES OF OUR

GOVERNMENT.

It is argued by the committee and by the party in power
that the revenues must be raised, and we see the enormous sums
that must be provided to meet the appropriations of our Gov-
ernment. The money raised by a tariff comes from the pockets
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of the consumers, from the people at large, and in forming a
tariff it is not enough for the party in power to say that the
revenues must be raised, it must show as well that they are
wisely expended. Since it has controlled the Government con-
tinuously for over twelve years, the Republican party can not
evade the responsibility for the enormous increase in its cost.
It is proper, then, to examine the expenses of our Government
during the past few years that the Republican party has been
in control of the Presidency and both branches of the legislature,
and see how the money, which has been drawn from the pockets
of the people, has been expended.

It is instructive to examine in this connection the amount
it is necessary to raise. I ask the attention of the committee
to the enormous increases in our government expenses and to
the burdens which the party in power is responsible for plac-
ing on the shoulders of the people. The enormous increases
in the expenses of our Government which have taken place
in the last few years must cause even the least thoughtful to
pause,

The following table submitted by the Committee on Ways
and Means shows the amount required to meet the expendi-
(t;ﬁegg 50-1-3 1910, which aggregate the appalling sum of $1,044,-

Total appropriations for 1910 . _______ $1,044, 014, 298, 23
uct estimated sinking-fund
appropriation . _______ $£60, 000, 000. 00
educt  bank-note redemption
tpu id by banks)____________ 30, 000, 000. 00

Deduct Panama Canal appropria-
tion, to be provided by bonds_ 85, 886, 100. 58

125, 886, 190. 58

918, 128, 107. 65
Deduct 5 per cent estimated appropriations which
45, 906, 405. 88

are not usually expended
T 872,221,701 77

Amount for which revenue is to be provided______
Estimated revenues, report
retary Treasury:

From Internal revenue...... $250, 000, 000. 00
From miscellaneous revenue_ 62, 000, 000. 00
From postal revenue_.____._ 223, 340, T712. 00
Estimated by committee from
customs under proposed bill__ 303, 200. 173, 00
Internal revenue on legacies, ete. 20, 000, 000. 00
Internal revenue on -clgarettes,
TacreREe = ot i e e 1, 500, 000, 00

862, 065, 885. 00

Deficit - 10, 155, 818. 77T
DECREASING REVENUES AND INCREASING EXTRAVAGANCE,

The past year has shown a general business depression of
marked severity, which has been intensified by the uncertainty
created in the country by the knowledge that a general re-
vision of the tariff was contemplated. The lessening of imports
accompanying such depression has returned a constantly de-
creasing revenne. Despite all these factors suggesting pru-
dence, and even in the face of the public demand for a down-
ward revision of the tariff, the party in power has gone
ahead and in place of endeavoring to economize has, in defiance
of all good judgment, increased the annual appropriations over
the preceding year by the sum of $35,616,754.67. After de-
ducting the requirements of the sinking fund, the redemption
of bank notes, and for various deficiencies, this year’s drafts
upon the Treasury are far in excess of the total amount esti-
mated to be received in revenue. Even the enormous sum ap-
propriated was $59,000,000 less than the amount asked of Con-
gress by the executive departments, the heads of which were
all appointed by the party in power. This ever-increasing deficit
cauged no halt in the appropriations.

Mr. Chairman, let us study what this enormous expenditure
of money means, and let us understand how truly stupendous
has been this increase in the national expenditures. -

Until last year the expenses of our Government had only
once reached the thousand million dollar mark. In the last
year of the civil war, 15865, when the country was straining
every energy to bring to an end that conflict, the expenditures
reached the enormous total of §1,394,655,448, of which, however,
the sum of $1,030,690,400 was paid for the maintenance of the
army. This sum in itself wis exceptional, as the appropriations
during the other years of the civil war were much less, In 1862
the total appropriations were $777,870,062; in 1863, $729,878,066 ;
and in 1864, $877,407,355.

The total expenditures of the Government during the years
1858 to 1861 were $305,149,822. From 1861 to 1865 they were
$3,304,830,031.

From 1865 to 1869, the total expenditures were $1,621,652,538 ;
from 1869 to 1873, $1,217,337,854 ; from 1873 to 1877, $1,191, 130-
968 ; from 1877 to 1881, $1,157,$31,884; from 1881 to 1885, $1,-
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201,014,662 ; from 1885 to 1889, $1,253,722,713 ; from 1889 to 1893,
$1,655,241,809; from 1893 to 1897, $1,758,902,462; from 1897 to
1901, $2,444,141,683; and from 1901 to 1905, $2,679,452,799.

The war with Spain was conducted during the period from
1897 to 1901, which accounts, in a measure, for the enormous
increase in expenses at that time. :

ECONOMY AFTER THE CIVIL WAR—EXTRAVAGANCE AFTER THE SPANISH.

After the civil war the country practiced economy, and the
expenses for the ensuing period were $1,773,178,393, or a reduc-
tion of 50 per cent from the expenses of the period during the
civil war. The next four-year period witnessed a reduction of
$404,000,000, or a reduction of expenditures during the four
years ending 1873 of nearly 25 per cent. In recent years, how-
ever, our expenses show no such curtailment. The expenditures
of the Government for the four years ending 1905 were $2,679,-
452,799, being nearly $235,000,000 in excess of the expenditures
during the preceding four years, which had included the cost of
the war with Spain.

The cost of the Government after the civil war showed a de-
crease of 50 per cent. After the Spanish war the cost of our
Government showed an increase of about 10 per cent. The
most startling figures, however, are presented by the last period
of four years. During that time the expenditures have been:

Fiscal year 1906, $756,717,5582; fiscal year 1907, $762,488,752;
fiscal year 1908, $920 708,143, und the appropriations for fiscal
year 1909, $1,008,804,804, a total of $3,428,809,371, which is $33,-
778,440 more than the expenses of the Government during the
period of the civil war.

The enormous rate at which our expenses are increasing is
due primarily to the extension of the National Government into
fields which properly belong to the government of the States,
and, in addition, to the enormous increase in the expenses inei-
dent to war, expenses of the army and navy, and for fortifi-
cations.

The Democratic party last controlled the Government in the
period from 1894 to 1897, and it is most instructive in this con-
nection to compare the expenses of that administration with the
expenses of the administration which has just been concluded.
The following statement gives the appropriations for the army
and navy and for fortifications and the per capita appropriations
for the four-year periods referred to.

Appropriations for the army, second Cleveland administration, fiscal
years 18951857,

1894 e i $24, 225, 839. 78
1805 S o!l’ 884, 68
e S 23, 252, 608. 09
P e e e e e R e e DA o S 23, 278, 402. 73

Total 94, 349, 535. 28
Estimated average population for the four Fears_____ 68, 603, 000
Appropriations per capita for the four-year perfod___ $1.35
Appropriations for the navy, second G'k:w!and adminstration, fiscal

years 1895—1897.

1804 $22, 104, 061. 38
1806 - 2;, 827,126.72
1806 29, 416 245. 31
1807 80, 562, 660. 95

e bR s e R R S e I e e et T T T 107, 410, 094, 26
Estimated average population for the four years...__ 69, 603, 000
Appropriations per capita for the four-year period_.__ $1. 54

A ations for forlifications, second Cleveland administration, fiscal
ppropri years 18941897, g

T e S B s S R B $2, 210, 055. 00
1895 e e o L - 2, 427, 004. 00
R e e e e e T e D R 1, 904, 557. 50
1897_ -~ 7, 377, 888. 00

) e e e e e e e 13, 919, 504. 50
Estimated average population for the four years___ 69, 603, 000
Appropriations per capita for the four-year period__ $£0. 20

Appropriations for the army, navy, and forhﬂr:aﬁom, gecond Cleveland
adminiztration, ﬂsml years 1894- J

Army g $04, ‘34‘]. 535. 28
Navy - 107, 410, 094, 36
Fortifications 13, 919, 504. 50

Total 215, 679, 134, 14
Estimated average population for tlm four years_._. 69, 603, 000
Appropriations per capita for the four-year period.._. $3.09

Appropriations for the army, second Raaselelt administration, fiscal

years 1906-1909
1906 o $70, 396, 631. 64
1907 ST A A R A SR e IS R 71, 817, 165. 08
1908 -- T8,634, 582. 75
1 AN TR e S s S S S e A St SR T e 85, 382, 247. 61
il o rad b ammd i dadaoni Lo Abo v in pudd San fy Ao mtl g 316, 230, 62T. .08
Estimated average population for the four years____ 86, 271, 579

Appropriations per capita for the four-year period-._.
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Appropriations for the navy.

__ A L .
1906 §100, 336, 679. 94
1907 102, 091, 670. 27
1908 08, 958, 507. 50
1609 122, 862, 4805. 47
Total 424, 049, 343. 18

Estimated average population for the four years____
Appropriations per capita for the four-year period___

Appropriations for fortifications.

86, 271, 579
§4.91

1906, §6, 747, 893. 00
1907 5, 053, 003, 00
1808 6, 898, 011. 00
1909 9, 317, 145. 00

Total 28, 017, 042. 00
Estimated average population for the four years.._- 86, 271, 579
Appropriations per capita for the four-year period__ $0. 32

Appropriations for the army, navy, and fortifications, second Roosevelt
administration, fiscal years 1906-1909.

Army $316, 230, 627. 08
Navy. 424,049, 343. 18
Fortifications. 28, 017, 042, 00

708, 207, 012. 26
86, 271, 679
$8.00

Total
Estimated average population for the four years._._._
Appropriations per capita for the four-year period__

In 1894 the appropriations for our army were $24,225630.79.
In 1910, the appropriations for the same object are §101,197,-
470.34. The navy, in 1904, had appropriated for its use $22,104,-
061.38. For this year the appropriations for the navy are
$136,085,199. The appropriations for fortifications in 1904 were
$2,210,055. For the year 1910 there is appropriated for that
purpose $8,170,111. The alarming tendency of these figures
must receive attention.

MILITARY EXPENSES OF THE UNITED STATES AND FOREIGN COUNTRIES.

The indirect system of taxation provided by the tariff fails
to bring home to the people the realization of the increasing
expenses of our Government. The estimated revenue, as shown
by a foregoing table for the next year, is $862,0685,885, and bear-
ing in mind that we have appropriated this year for the army
$101,197,470.34, and for the navy $136,935,199, it is instructive to
compare these figures with the revenues and expenditures for
like purposes of the greater European countries.

The total revenues of Great Britain, taken from the Statistical
Abstract for the United Kingdom, No. 55, for 1908, show a
revenue of $782,688,450. From this was made an appropriation
for the army of $135,575,000, and for the navy of $155,705,000.

France, with revenues of $770,820,006, appropriated for her
army $155,405,167.20, and for her navy $64,384,557, from the
figures of the French budget, 1908.

Germany, with total receipts of $649,098,000, expended for her
army $200,068,750, and for her navy $72,545,750, according to
the Statistical Abstract for Foreign Countries, No. 34, 1908.

It is a well-understood fact that the above foreign countries
are staggering under a burden of military expenses. The
United States, with revenues about the same, collects from its
people nearly as much for military purposes as these continental
countries, and should the present reckless increase in appro-
priations for these purposes continue the United States will scon
far outstrip them in military expenditures.

The bill under consideration, even with the estimated amount
of an inheritance tax and the increase of $1,500,000 on the
amount received from cigarettes, fails by over $10,000,000 to
produce sufficient for the expenses of the Government for
the next year. You see our expenses are increasing with
alarming rapidity. The party in power has shown no tendency
to check that increase; and should it continue, how are we
to raise sufficient revenue to meet the Government's expenses?
A party whose fundamental principle is “ protection to American
industries” can give only a secondary consideration to the
arranging of schedules for revenue. It is admitted that more
revenue would bé produced in many instances if the rates had
been placed sufficiently low to encourage imports and not as in
this bill and its predecessor, so high as to shut off all importa-
tions, and that such a change would lessen the cost of living no
one can question. The true aim of a tariff bill should be to pro-
duce the needed revenue with the least burden to the people.
This bill shows alike a disregard of the possibilities of obtaining
the greatest revenue and a total disregard of exempting from
tjaxatlon the necessaries of life—unequitable distribution of taxa-

on.

That this bill fails to fairly distribute the burdens of tax-
ation no one can deny. By its provisions, great wealth fails to
bear its just share of taxation and the proportion placed on the
shoulders of the average man far exceeds his proper burden.
The tax on lumber and on structural steel, which go into the

construction of homes, add greatly to the cost of the latter. The
taxes on such necessaries of wear as woolens and women's
stockings mean an added charge to every household. The taxes
on dairy products, on butter of 6 cents per pound; on cheese, 6
cents per pound; on milk, 2 cents per gallon; on farm products,
beans, 45 cents per bushel; beets, 25 per cent ad valorem; peas,
2} cents per pound; vegetables (cut), 40 per cent ad valorem;
cabbages, 2 cents each; eggs, 5 cents a dozen; potatoes, 25 cents
per bushel; tea, and what operates as a tax on coffee, and a tax
on sugar, All this increases the burden of providing proper food.
All these taxes add to the cost of living and take from the
pockets of our working people a far too great amount of their
hard-earned wages., They compel the average man to pay from
his income an amount greater in all proportion to that collected
by this bill from the receipts of those of wealth. Lesser duties
would in many instances produce more revenue, free necessities
of life would raise from the wage-earner an unjust burden, and
an income tax and a stamp tax, if necessary, could supply any
deficiency in revenue.
HEFORM IN RULES OF HOUSE GIVES OPPORTUNITY.

The reform in the rules of the House recently accomplished
opens for those in favor of amendments to this bill in the inter-
est of the consumer an opportunity of great importance. Under
the previous rules, we would have been unable by a record vote
to express our views. The Demoeratic leader [Mr. CrLarx],
under the Fitzgerald amendments to the rules, will now be en-
abled to move to recommit the bill, with instructions based on
Democratic policies and the pledges of our party.

Such instructions will, without doubt, contain amendments to
place on the free list, amongst other articles, the whole iron and
steel schedule, lumber (as pledged in our Denver platform), zine
ore, tea, coffee, soft coal, and to strike off the counfervailing
duty on petrolenm and the differential on refined sugar,

BILL FAILS AS A GENUINE TARIFF REVISION,

A genuine tariff revision is demanded that will lessen the cost
of living and be in the interest of the consumer. The present
bill falls far short in substantial relief of what was expected
by the publie. The party in power, by its increase in the mili-
tary activities of our Government and its interference with
functions which belong primarily to the States, has increased
our expenditures to an appalling degree. It is shown to lack
the power to advise or practice retrenchment. Confronted with
the ever-increasing demands its own policy has created, it pro-
poses, in response to a demand for a revision of the tariff, a bill
which raises from the people the largest taxes ever collected,
and which lays on the average man an excessive amount of
that burden. A proper revision in the consumers' interest can
only be intrusted to a party pledged to economy and opposed
alike to military display and the interference with the privi-
leges of the States—the Democratic party. [Loud applause.]

Mr, WEISSE. If we would remove the 15 per cent duty on
hides, we would give employment to American labor and Ameri-
can capital and make them into leather and leather goods and
export the same, thereby producing $5 worth of finished product
to every dollar's worth of hides on which a duty of 15 per cent
is levied. This 15 per cent compels the foreigner to sell the
hides in European markets, and tanners in Europe buy our ex-
tracts and tanning materials and tan them there. .

I have endeavored to secure statistics from the Animal In-
dustry Bureau, but they have not furnished any information
that can be used in a reliable way. I have taken the census re-
port of 1805 of manufacturers and compiled the figures that I
herewith submit, which are about as near correct as can be ob-
tained anywhere:

Dutiable hides used in 1903 $80, 126, 593

- 44,206, 107

Large packer produced i
Imported - 14,9049, 628
abn i EIL e o Ate s A e T SO T 59, 156, T35

Leaving the kill for the farmer and small packer and butcher
about $30,000,000, two-thirds of which, no doubt, is marketed
through the butcher and small packer, and the sales of these
hides are mostly controlled by the packers, leaving only about
$10,000,000 worth to be sold direct by the farmer, which would
not net him to the extent of seven to nine millions or about 10
per cent of the total dutiable hides used.

There were used by the tanners of leather, calfskins, kips,
and other skins imported, according to the Commerce and Labor
report, 1907, skins to the value of $49,814,518, free of duty, and
there were used $6,426,614 worth of domestic skins of the same
kind. With this amount of raw material we produced leather
and leather goods to the grand total of about $700,000,000, and
we exported leather and leather goods made of dutiable hides.
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Erxports of leather and leather goods, 1905,
Sole leather made from dutiable hides________ rebate__ $9, 444, 873. 00
_
2,185, 381. 53
565, 514. 99

Total revenue from duty on hides, 1905 _______
i 3,

Total drawbacks

Net revenue

1, 619, 866. 54

Free of duty.

{'Intent le‘:tllthe]rﬁ.i._th
r and sp eather
OFI?:r L T e S e e
ts and shoes
Harness and saddles : ;
All leather good 1, 318, 046. 00

Total 26, 915, G68. 00

Mr. DIEKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I desire, first of all, to con-
gratulate the majority of the Ways and Means Committee upon
having reported to us a tariff bill which the country has ac-
cepted as the fairest bill ever reported to the House, and I
desire to thank the distinguished chairman of the committee
for his illuminating speech, which must go down into history
as one of the masterpieces of logic and as an encyclopedia of
information gathered from many years of experience and closest
study of the subject. Neither do I underestimate the power of
the speech of the leader of the opposition, who first gathered
flowers from every hillside and valley and then distributed them
in bouquets to his committee associates on both sides of the
Chamber, to the leading Members of the House, past and pres-
ent, and to the statesmen, both living and dead, of every age
and clime, until this Hall became redolent with the fragrant
odors of buds and blossoms. What, if anything, his utterances
lacked in logic and information was fully made up in rhetorie.

I like the Payne bill as a whole, because it has kept the faith
handed down to us by the fathers from Abraham Lincoln to
William Howard Taft. Its very title breathes hope, prosperity,
and protection, for it reads as follows:

A bill to %rovlde revenue, equalize duties, and encourage the indus-
tries of the United Btates, and for other purposes.

I like the bill because it is broadly American and not sec-
tional in its provisions. It knows no North, no South, no East,
no West, but only our common country and the interests and
industries of gll the people of this great Republic of the West.

I like the maximum and minimum schedule provisions, operat-
ing antomatically, for by means of these we offer to all peoples
industrial peace in our trade relations with them, provided they
are willing to give us a square deal, and we want no peace upon
any other condition. The liberalized drawback provision will
place the small exporter upon an equal footing with the large
exporter and will stimulate our export trade.

Coming from Michigan, where our farmers are brought into
close contact and competition with Canadian produects, I am
highly pleased with the agricultural schedule of the bill. Wool,
wheat, beans, rye, corn, potatoes, hay, beets, as well as our dairy
products, have been well protected.

The revision downward in over 100 paragraphs, embodying
so0 great a number of leading articles of commerce, meets the
reasonable expectation of the people, and the increase of rates
upon some articles not now adequately protected and which we
can produce, though criticised by the opposition, is a courageous
adherence to the doctrine of protection and bodes well for the
future prosperity of the country. Under the Payne bill the
American wage scale can be maintained, the American laboring
man’'s standard of living ean be continued, all legitimate indus-
try can prosper, and the American people can work out their
God-given destiny under the folds of the Starry Flag, which
everywhere symbolizes liberty, equality, and justice.

I regret exceedingly that the minority did not see fit to re-
port a bill. They were present at all hearings, had the same
time and facility to receive information as the majority, and if
they had been possessed of the courage to report a bill, the coun-
try could then have passed deliberate judgment upon the com-
parative merits of the two bills. But, although the Democratic
party is committed to a tariff for revenue only, the people in-
habiting Democratic States wanted protection to their own in-
dustries, and therefore the safest political, although not the
most patriotic and courageous course, probably, was to simply
criticise the work of the majority and to continue a well-known
and long-established destructive, instead of a constructive,
policy.

The Payne bill is not perfect. No leaf or flower, no great
work of art, nothing either in nature or created by the mind or
hand of man is perfect. Above every masterpiece, whether
ancient or modern, must be written the word “ imperfect.”

If opportunity offers, I would like to move an amendment to
strike out the tax on tea and to substitute a stamp tax on convey-
ances, which I believe would bring a greater revenue, easily
collected from those usually best able to pay, and would not be

$166, 320. 00
15, 057, 791. 00
1, 813, 154. 00
8, 057, 697. 00
502, 660. 00

a constant burden upon the masses of our people. Not being
able to produce tea ourselves, the tariff would be and remain a
tax on the consumer and not an aid to the building up of a home
industry. »

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Would not the gentieman pre-
fer to see a tax on beer rather than on tea?

Mr. DIEKEMA. I would much prefer to see that.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Would not the gentleman like
the bill better if it had a tax on beer instead of a tax on tea?

Mr. DIEKEMA. I would rather tax that beverage than tea.

I hope also to be able to offer an amendment to the plate-glass
schedule which I believe will give adequate protection to the
producer and will be more equitable to the eonsumer.-

My prineipal object to-day, however, is to discuss briefly that
schedule of the tariff bill which not only furnishes the greatest
revenue to the National Government, but affords protection
to the only domestic industry which the Republican party is
specifically pledged to protect. The sugar schedule gives us
from one-sixth to one-fifth of our total customs receipts. Un-
der the protection it affords we now produce in continental
United States nearly one-third the sugar we consume. If to
this we add the crops of Porto Rico and Hawaii, which are
admitted free of duty, we find that more than one-half the sugar
we use is grown under the flag and is classed as domestic sugar.
When the Dingley bill was passed our consumption was only
two-thirds the present volume, while of the amount then used
less than one-guarter was domestic sugar, even including re-
ceipts from Hawail. To-day we produce at home three times
as much sugar as we did in 1897. The value of our domestic
sugar crop has now reached the enormous figure of $152,000,000.

It was with the hope that such a result might be attained
that the Republican platform of 1896 pledged that party to the
protection of the domestic sugar industry. It was with faith
in the effectiveness of the principle of protection and due regzard
for the sacredness of the platform pledge on which they were
elected that the leaders of the party incorporated the sugar
schedule in the tariff law of 1897.

Knowing that, the citizens of this country, acting upon the
pledge of 1896 embodied in the law of 1897, have invested nearly
$100,000,000 in the beet-sugar industry, in addition to all that
has been invested in the domestic cane sugar; and knowing fur-
ther that the results obtained have justified the protective duty
imposed, the Republican party in its platform of 1908 agzain
adopted a plank guaranteeing protection to this industry. The
President of the United States, in public and private utterance,
recognizes the sacredness of this pledge. The Republican party,
in full control of the legislative and executive departments of
this Government, is bound by every moral obligation to keep
inviolate the pledge it made to the sugar producers of the
United States in the platforms of 1806 and 1908,

NEW OCCASIONS TEACH NEW DUTIES.

The Spanish war came the year after the enactment of the
Dingley law. Its chief economic result was to bring us face
to face with the solution of a new problem, viz, the control of
tropical islands as colonies, Territories, and dependencies.
These islands are agricultural, and their chief natural crop is
sugar. We had just embarked on a new fiscal policy, under
which legislation had been enacted to enable us “ to produce on
American soil all the sugar which the American people use.”
:ﬁ]is would be largely beet sugar, the product of the Temperate
Zone,

Between beet and cane sugar there is a necessary conflict.
The one is grown in the Temperate Zone, the other in the torrid;
the one is the product of intense cultivation, the other of ex-
tensive cultivation; the one is the crop of the small farmer,
the other the erop of the great planter; the one is grown with
high-priced labor, the other by semiservile labor: the one means
a population of small freeholders, the other means absentee
landlordism.

To harmonize these antagonistic interests has been one of
the most difficult tasks devolving upon those statesmen who
have been called upon to solve the colonial problem growing out
of the war with Spain. What has been done?

Hawail has been annexed, and the permanency of the re-
lationship thus established has caused the sugar output of those
islands to increase from 200,000 tons to 265,000 in ten years.
All this sugar comes to us free of duty. Our tariff wall has
been extended around Porto Rico, and her sngar crop has in-
creased from 50,000 tons to 250,000 in seven years. All this
sugar comes to us free of duty. The Philippines have been
granted a 25 per cent concession in the sugar schedule, and
the 75 per cent that is collected is returned to the insular treas-
ury to relieve local taxation. It is now proposed to admit
300,000 tons Philippine sugar free of duty. Cuba has been
granted a 20 per cent concession in the tariff, and her entire
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crop of about 1,250,000 tons is shipped to us each year. Such
concessions to our tropical colonies, territories, and dependen-
cies have naturally checked the development of the beei-sugar
industry in the United States. Between 1808 and 1903, the year
of the Cuban concession, 45 beet-sugar factories were built in
this country, while since 1903 only 14 have been erected.

Owing, however, to the fact that more farmers are becoming
interested in growing beets, the output of the factories has
steadily increased until it is now 13 times as great as when
the Dingley bill was passed. Our annual output of beet sugar
is now equal to the entire consumption by all people living be-
tween the Mississippi River and the Pacific Ocean. Our farm-
ers and laboring men now receive yearly over $40,000,000 in
the production of the beet sugar made in this country. This
is more than our laboring men would receive if we imported
all our raw sugar and simply refined it here, Judged by the
results obtained at home and in our colonies, territories, and
dependencies, the sugar tariff policy adopted during the past
ten years is fully justified. When the Dingley tariff law was
passed in 18907 there were only 6 sugar factories in the
United States. Now there are 05, annually manufacturing
440,000 tons. In my own State 16 beet-sugar factories have
been erected, requiring an investment of from $16,000,000 to
$18,000,000. These factories annually produce about 2,000,000
pounds of beet sugar. More than 30,000 farmers are engaged
in raising the beets, for which they annually receive npward
of £5,000,000. Our railroads annually receive a million dollars
for carrying freights connected with this industry. Our fac-
tories use over 150,000 tons of coal and more than 50,000 tons
of limestone. Besides this, I am informed that one chemical
company annually pays to the Federal Government about
$2,000,000 internal revenue on alcohol manufactured from
molasses produced by 14 of our Michigan sugar factories.

Mr. CAMPBELIL. Do the beet-sugar manufacturers produce
the finished product, refined sugar, ready to place on the
market?

Mr. DIEKEMA. Ready to place on the table, and no one
can tell whether it is manufactured from beets or from cane.
The differential protects the beet sugar, because it is refined
sugar; but the proposed reduction of 5 cents is a cut of 40
per cent in the protection afforded, and while I believe the
industry can stand this, yet the point has been reached where
any further reduction would mean the absolute destruction of
the beet-sugar industry in this country. We can stand nothing
further. The average cost of producing sugar in Michigan is
from 8.75 to 4 cents a pound. Add to this an average freight
rate of one-half ecent a pound and we have a total cost of
425 cents or more a pound., Withdraw your protection and
you kill the industry.

If we can base our conclusion upon the success of the beet-
sugar industry in Europe, the reports of the United States
Department of Agriculture, and the progress already made in
this countiry, there is not the slightest doubt but that under a
protective tariff continental United States can produce all the
sugar our people will consume. Such a plan was feasible in
1807. TUnder the changed conditions growing out of our war
with Spain it is not now practicable, Due consideration must be
given to certain insular sugar, as well as to our continental
sugar.

The various concessions already granted to Hawaii, Porto
Rico, Cuba, and the Philippines have reduced the average rate
of duty collected on sugar entering the United States, so that
if computed on the sugar originally intended by the framers
of the Dingley bill to come in on the payment of full duty the
present average rate is only two-thirds of the rate fixed in the act
of 1897. In the calendar year 1907 there were only 355,000 tons
full duty-paying sugar entering the United States. If we admit
300,000 tons duty free from the Philippines, and the increase
in our other sources of supply simply takes care of the in-
creased annual consumption, we shall not have any full duty-
paying sugar entering our ports, and the maximum duty col-
Jected on raw sugar will be 80 per cent of the regular rate,
this being the duty on Cuban sugar. The danger line has been
reached. Neither the National Treasury nor the domestic in-
dustry can stand any more cuts in the sugar schedule. The
concessions already made and those provided for in the present
bill reduce our annual customs receipts, based upon our present
consumption, more than $§25,000,000. Every sugar-producing
country in Europe, even though the wage rate is much less than
ours, maintains a higher tariff on sugar than the full schedule
fixed in the Payne bill or the Dingley bill. They know the
value of the industry, and, knowing it, protect it even against
their own colonies. Under the fiscal system that has grown
up since the war with Spain any reduction in the tariff on

sugar will not only. reduce our revenues and endanger our
domestic sugar industry, but will work to the disadvantage of
our island colonies, Territories, and dependencies.

What about the “ultimate consumer?” Are his interests
being safeguarded by the sugar schedule of the Payne bill?

A reduction in our sugar tariff means the destruction of our
domestic sugar industry. When once destroyed it ean not be
reestablished. Governmental pledges could not be stronger than
those under which capital invested in the production of beet
sugar. If these pledges are violated, and the $100,000,000
now invested in that business is sacrificed, capital will not
again embark in the enterprise. Neither will it be possible to
induce the farmer to again undertake the culture of beets.

The creation of such an industry requires years of eduea-
tion and millions of money. Once destroyed it can never be
rebuilt. If destroyed, our people would be at the absolute mercy
of the importer and foreign producer of sugar. Every European
sugar-producing country has two prices for sugar; one for home
consumption and the other the £ o. b. Hamburg price for ex-
port. The European pays from 2% cents to 6 cents per pound
more for his sugar than the export price. The European beet-
sugar industry is under governmental control. Destroy the
domestic sugar industry of the United States and the European
consumer’s price would be at once lowered, while the Hamburg
export price would be raised. The citizens of Europe would get
their sugar cheaper and the citizens of the United States would
be obliged to pay whatever price the foreign producer. might
demand. Under existing conditions the people of the United
States buy their sugar cheaper than do the people of any other
civilized country, England and a few of her colonies excepted.
The citizens of every country in continental Europe pay more
for their sugar than do the citizens of the United States.

In 189G under the Wilson bill the per capita consumption of
sagar in the United States was 60.9 pounds. In 1908 it was 81.2
pounds, an increase of 33 per cent in twelve years. This cer-
tainly does not show that * the ultimate consumers® have been
oppressed by the prices paid for sugar during the life of the
Dingley bill.

The Wilson bill provided for an ad valorem tax of 40 per cent
on sugar. In 1896, under the operation of this law, the average
New York price of granulated sugar was $4.03 per 100 pounds.
In 1906, the year chosen by the committee as a typical year
upon which to base their ealculations, the average New York
price of the same grade of sugar was §4.513 per 100 pounds. It
thus appears that our people are paying no more for their sugar
than they did when we had a tariff for revenue only. Point, if
you can, to any other necessity of life whose cost has not
increased materially during the past ten years, One of the
most effective agents in reducing the price of sugar to the
nltimate consumer is our domestic sugar industry. Let us pro-
tect it and thereby redeem our twice-made promise to the
American people. [Prolonged applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, it is not my pur-
pose at this time to discuss in detail the pending measure. I
only desire to express in general terms my opinion of this bill
as a whole, and then to offer a few remarks concerning another
method of taxation that has been, and ought still to be, a funda-
mental feature of the Nation's revenne system—tlie income tax.
Many years of a protective tariff, with the train of evils that
always follow in its wake, gradually created so many abnormal,
unnatural, and artificial conditions in the country’s financial,
commercial, and industrial affairs that the panic of 1907-8
came as a natural outgrowth thereof. During this period of
trial and suffering, while the walil of distress and the constant
cry for cheaper food, cheaper clothing, and cheaper shelter was
loud and growing louder, our Republican friends became very
much alarmed, and in the midst of which promised * unequivo-
cally,” in the event the people would once more continue them
in power, to revise the tariff. As to the willingness or the fit-
ness of the Republican party, after so long a period of unholy
wedloek with protection, fostering its offspring—the trusts—in
good faith to revise the tariff downward in the interest of the
consumer, I am exceedingly skeptical. My misgivings are amply
confirmed by the provisions of the measure now before the
House. This bill discloses an effort on the part of the majority
of the Ways and Means Committee to keep absolute faith with
the protected interests and the trusts, and at the same time to
offer a bare pretense of performing their party's promise. The
result is that the bill is artfully drawn. Many of its provisions
are 8o vague, uncertain, ambiguous, beclonded, and treacherous
that no two impartial lawyers would agree in their construction.
The spirit of greed and avarice permeates its every schedule.
The footprints of every protected favorite may be found around
the items in which each is respectively interested.
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The consumer, as usoal, has been purposely overlooked. Un-
der the operntion of this bill the cost of living must continue
to increase, while the trust and the taxgatherer will continue
io do business at the saree old stand. With its “ jokers,” its coun-
tervailing duties, its maximom and minimum rates, its strange
mixture of specific and ad valorem duties, its rebates and new
method of appraisement, together with many other deceptively
drawn features, peculiar as they are mysterious, the bill must
carry despair to the great army of consumers as certainly as it
will bring joy to the protected interests. The protection baron,
like the highwayman, will continue to say to the American
people, “ Stand and deliver.” There never will be honest tariff
revision until the duty is intrusted to a Democratic Congress.

¥ RULES OF TAXATION.

In the revision of the existing system of national taxation,
among others, the following principles should be observed:

First. That all taxes are burdens upon the taxpayer, and can
only be rightfully imposed to raise revenue to support the
Government.

Second. That there should be a gradual reduction of the
tariff to a revenue basis, keeping in view the constitutional pur-
pose of raising a revenue by taxation, to wit, the support of the
Federal Government in all its integrity and virility.

Third. In selecting the articles to be taxed luxuries should
be chosen in preference to necessities, so far as consistent with
the purposes of revenue,

Formerly the revenues kept pace with expenditures, but dur-
ing recent years our administrative policies have been so ex-
travagant as to cause the government expenditures to rise
rapidly, to go up by leaps and bounds, so that our revenues
have failed to increase proportionately. It is to be supposed,
therefore, that Congress was convened in the present extra ses-
sion for the twofold purpose of revising the tariff and providing
additional revenue. I believe that if the present tariff sched-
ules were revised downward to a revenue basis revenue ample
to meet our expenditures would be afforded; but there are so
many purely protective and prohibitively protective features in
the bill now before the House as to render this impossible.

The result is that we find the majority of the Ways and
Means Committee, in addition to raising the tariff on numerous
articles of necessity while lowering it on but few, searching for
new objects of taxation; and that search has been rewarded by
the discovery, among other things, of tea, coffee, and er-
itances. I am opposed to the first two.

TAXATION OF INHERITANCES.

Mr. Chairman, the principle involved in the imposition of in-
heritance taxes, however, is sound. The right to transmit prop-
erty is not a natural one, but is more in the nature of a privilege
granted the citizens by law. The citizen who amasses great
wealth is protected in both his personal and property rights
by the laws of the State and Federal Government while he is
engaged in so doing. In return for such protection it would
be but a mild condition imposed upon the transmission of
swollen and other fortunes to lay a reasonable tax thereon.
This taxing power is possessed alike by the States and the
Federal Government. There is one question, however, that
Congress should consider in conneection with this proposed tax
levy, and that is the fact that most of the States have been
and are now utilizing this power of taxation. Thirty-six of the
40 States have inheritance tax laws imposing rates rang-
ing from 5 to 20 per cent. Some of them derive much of their
revenue from this source. The total amount of revenue thus
derived by the States for the year 1905-6 was $10,035,751.71.
It is reasonable to suppose that many of the States already
levy a rate as high as public sentiment will support. I have
only to suggest that the Federal Government should exercise
care and caution in imposing this tax, particularly in time of
peace, lest its action in so doing should oblige the States, under
pressure of public sentiment, te abandon this source of revenue.

I should favor an income tax in lieu of this, or favor this tax
in lieu of taxes on necessaries.

THE INCOMB TAX.

I desire in this connection to direct the attention of the
House fo the best, the fairest, the most equitable system of
taxation that has yet been devised—the taxation of incomes.
Adam Smith, the father of political economy, laid down this
rule of taxation:

The subjects of every Btate ought to contribute toward the support
of the Government as nearly as possible in proportion to their re-

spective abilities—that is, in proportion to the revenue which they
respectively enjoy under the protection of the State.

A1l authors of political economy of reputation are in accord
with this doctrine. One of our standard text-books, of which
Dr. Francis Wayland is the author, contains this language:

Theoretically this Is the most
men exactly according to their ability.

uitable of all taxes, since it touches
But if the percentage is uni-

form, it involves inequality which bears heavily on those whose in-
comes are small. To relieve this, two measures are employed. The
first is to exempt all incomes below a specified amount. he other is
to establish two or three grades of Income and make the percentage
greater on the larger income.

Another standard text-book on this subject was written by
Professor Thompson, and in which I find the following
language:

The fairest form of tax is the income tax. It makes everyone con-
tribute to the wants of the state in proportion to the revenue he en-
joys under Its protection. While falling equally on all, it occaslons no
changé in-the distribution of capital nrm}n the material direction of
industry and has no influence on prices. No other is so cheaply
assessed and collected. No other brings home to the people so rorcl‘t]:ly
the fact that it is to thelr interest to insist upon a wise economy of
the national revenue.

One of our ablest law writers, whose works are known where-
ever judicial learning is admired, Judge Thomas M. Cooley,
makes this statement in his noted work on taxation:

Taking everything together, nothing can be more just as a principle
of taxation than that every man should bear his share of the burdens
of government in proportion to his wealth.

I have no disposition to tax wealth unnecessarily or unjustly,
but I do believe that the wealth of the country should bear its
just share of the burden of taxation and that it should not
be permitted to shirk that duty. Anyone at all familiar with
the legislative history of the Nation must admit that the chief
burdens of government have long been borne by those least
able to bear them, while accumulated wealth has enjoyed the
protection and other blessings of the Government and thus far
escaped most of its accompanying burdens.

In the consideration of the present tariff bill we hear little
said on the Republican side about revenue or fair, equitable, and
just taxation, or the reduction of taxes upon what we eat and
wear, or relieving the consumer; but the controlling purpose of
most Members on that side of the House seems to be to secure,
at all hazards, a protective, and if possible, a prohibitively pro-
tective tariff rate upon the particular item or items in which
the already protected interests, in their respective districts, are
most directly concerned. Instead of a discussion of our system
of national taxation upon a high plane of patriotic constructive
statesmanship and along broad national lines, in which favorit-
ism is condemned, and equal, fair, and just taxation for revenue
purposes is the sole and guiding motive, we have seen this debate
degenerate into a wild, unseemly, and mad seramble on the other
‘side of the House to secure the highest degree of protection for
their respective pets and favorites. Heretofore any suggestion
from this side of the House that our system of taxation should
be so adjusted as to require the aggregated wealth of the coun-
try to bear a fair share of the burden of taxation has usually
met the disapproval of the other side upon the ground that such
course would be socialistic, if not unconstitutional.

WHAT REPLY WILL CONGRESS MAER?

In this connection I am reminded of the following statement
of Hon. Wayne MacVeagh, Attorney-General in Garfield's Cabi-
net, and brother of the present Secretary of the Treasury, re-
ported in the papers to have been recently sent to the chairman
of the House Committee on Ways and Means, in which he asks
this pertinent question:

If new taxes must be imposed, why should the colossal Incomes and
the colossal accumulations of the possessors of what Mr. Carnegie him-
setlignc'?lls “psurplus” wealth continue to be exempted from proper tax-
a

In this same letter he also suggests that many rich persons
would rather pay taxes that would not interfere with their
luxuries than witness heavier burdens imposed upon—
those less fortunate brothers whose lives are t&?::ed In that Increasing
caleulation of sorrow where hard toil some provides, and some-
times fails to provide, sufficient dally bread.

I quite agree that this class of wealth would not and could
not seriously object to the payment of reasonable taxes in order
to give some relief to the man of moderate means from taxed
food, taxed clothing, and taxed shelter. Acting upon this be-
lief, I introduced during the Sixtieth Congress a bill to provide
revenue for the Government by levying a tax of 2 per cent upon
incomes of $4,000 and upward. On the first day of the present
session I again introduced this measure (H. R. 110.)

In the event the Ways and Means Committee nor any member
thereof should see fit to do so, it is my purpose at the proper
time to offer this income-tax bill as an amendment to the rev-
enue bill now pending before the House; and if the revenue bill
should thus fail of amendment, I shall ask recognition of the
Speaker for the purpose of moving to discharge the Ways and
Means Committee from further consideration of House bill 110,
and that the same be then considered by the House.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. In that connection, I should like to
ask the gentleman if he thinks there is any likelihood of his
obtaining recogunition for that purpose from this particular
Speaker?
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Mr. HULL of Tennessee. I would prefer not to commit my-
self upon that point until I shall have first sought recognition
for this purpose, but it is sufficient to say that if the Speaker
should refuse me, or any other Member who might seek it for a
like purpose, recognition, then, under the rules of the House, it
would be impossible for the House, during the present session,
to express itself upon this measure or a similar one, either as an
amendment to the pending bill or as a separate and independent
measure.

This bill embraces the substantial features of the income-tax
law of 1804, with some modifications. The provisions of the
former law that were declared invalid by unanimous opinion of
the Supreme Court of the United States were stricken out. A
rate of 3 per cent is imposed upon the incomes of citizens resid-
ing abroad. The bill io which I refer is proposed as a perma-
nent law and not to cease operation by time limit, as did the last
income-tax law. I offer and urge the passage of this measure
with a full knowledge of the action of the Supreme Court in
declaring invalid the chief features of the income-tax law of
1894, I do so for reasons that I shall now endeavor to offer.
This was a decision by a bare majority of the members of that
tribunal, the vote standing five justices against the law’'s valid-
ity and four in favor of the same, and one justice changed his
opinion during one night and has never assigned any reason or
excuse therefor. No decision of any court of last resort has
been o universally condemned or its soundness so generally
questioned as has this one. Its effect was to paralyze one of
the strong arms of the taxing power of Congress.

BTATEMENTS OF DISSENTING JUSTICES.

In the language of Mr. Justice Jackson in his able dissenting
opinion :

Considered in all its bearings, this decision is, in my jodgment, the
most disastrous blow ever struck at the constitutional power of Con-
gress.

In the language of Mr. Justice White in his strong dissent-
ing opinion:

It reads into the Constitution the most flagrantly unjust, unequal,
and wrongful system of taxation known to any civilized government.
* * # [t overthrows the settled construction of the Constitution, as
applled in cne hundred years of practice, sanctioned by the repeated and
unanimons decisions of this court, and taught by every theoretical and
philosophical writer on the Constitution who has expressed an opinion
upon the subject.

In the language of Mr. Justice Brown:

* ® = Ag [t implies a declaration that every Income tax must be
laid according to the rule of apportionment, the decislon involves
n‘.ething less than a surrender of the taxing power to the moneyed
Class,

In the language of Mr. Justice Harlan in his memorable dis-
senting opinion :

But the serious aspect of the present decision is that by a new in-
terpretation of the Constitution ﬁ g0 ties the hands of the legislative
branch of the Government that withont an amendment of that In-
strument, or unless this court, at some future time, should return to
the old theory of the Constitution, Congress can not subject to taxa-
tlon—however great the needs or pressing the necessities of the Gov-
ernment—either the invested rsonal property of the country, bonds,
stocks, and investments of all kinds, or the income arising from the
renting of real estate, or from the yield of personal property, except
té{ 535 grossly unequal and unjust rule of apportionment among the

a -

Mr. Chairman, the vigorous, not to say indignant, manner in
which the four dissenting justices, in their unanswered and
unanswerable opinions, controverted and resented the reason-
ing and conclusions of the majority of the court has excited the
admiration and won the hearty approval of every true lover of
constitutional government. These dissenting opinions contain a
timely and solemn warning to Congress that one of its most
vital powers under the Constitution is destroyed by this decision,
and offer the hope that it may at some future time be reviewed
and reversed.

Mr. Chairman, it is the plain duty of Congress to jealously
guard and protect its rights, privileges, and prerogatives as one
of the three great coordinate departments of the Government,
But two methods are open by which to secure to Congress its tax-
ing power lost nnder this decision, namely : An amendment to the
Constitution, or a reversal by the Supreme Court of its former
decision. The former expedient is impractical, if not entirely
jmpossible at this time in this case. An amendment would re-
quire the affirmative action of two-thirds of both Houses of
Congress and three-fourths of the States concurring. Statis-
ticians have figured that 8 per cent of the people could prevent
an amendment to the Constitution. The latter alternative of
seeking a reversal is, therefore, the only feasible course now
open to Congress.

To levy an income tax by the rule of apportionment would be
so unjust, inequitable, and unfair to the different States as would
render this method unfeasible. Twenty million dollars was
levied by the Government under the rule of apportionment dur-
ing the civil war, but the levy proved so harsh, unequal, and

discriminating in its effect that much of same was never col-
lected, and the portion collected was refunded to the States by
Congress in 1891, This method of levying an income tax has
been characterized by all persons as impractical and of no
utility.

In speaking of the applieation of the rule of apportionment to
incomes derived from real estate, the yield of personalty, and
invested personalty, Mr. Justice Harlan said:

No such apportionment can possibly be made without dob ET08s
injustice to tﬁe many for the bgneﬁt g! the favored few inopggtlcular
States. Any attempt upon the part of Congress to apportion among
the States, upon the basis simply of their population, Fuxation of per-
sonal prupertfy. or of incomes, would tend to arouse such indignation
among the freemen of America that it would never be repeated.
* ¢ & T[nder that system, the people of a Slate’ containing 1,000,000
of inhabitants, who recelve annually $20,000.000 of income from real
and persona‘l)rprnperty, would pay not more than would be exacted from
the people another State having the same number of inhabitants,
but who receive Income from the same kind of property of only
£5,000,000,

Mr. Chairman, the taxing power of Congress is broad and
comprehensive, the Constitution imposing only three limitations
upon it, to wit: No duties shall be levied upon exports from
States: direct taxes shall be levied according to the rule of
apportionment ; duties, excises, and imposts must be uniform.
The sole power and duty of levying and collecting taxes, and so
forth, to defray the expenses of the Government is vested in
Congress.

T insist that it is the imperative duty of Congress, when one
of its important powers under the Constitution is questioned or
destroyed by action of a coordinate branch of the Government,
to invoke every remedy at its command for the restoration of
that lost power.

That a fair, equitable, and comprehensive income-tax law ecan
be devised so as to conform to the last decision of the Supreme
Court I emphaticeally deny. Under that decision Congress is
prohibited from taxing all incomes derived from the rents of
real estate and invested personalty, thus leaving the burden
almost entirely upon the incomes of trades, professions, and other
incomes derived from personal exertion. In 1904 real property
comprised more than sixty billions of our one Lundred and ten
billions of national wealth, while the value of personalty com-
posed the bulk of the remainder. The folly and injustice of
exempting from taxation incomes derived from this fabulous
wealth and at the same time imposing a tax upon incomes de-
rived mainly from personal exertion is apparent.

In the light of the conditions I have enumerated President
Roosevelt repeatedly declared himself in favor of an income
tax, and in his annual message of 1907 made the following
statement : ;

A graduated Income tax of the proper type would be a desirable
feature of federal taxation, and it is to be hoped that one may be
devised which the Supreme Court will declare econstitutional.

In a speech at Columbus, Ohio, August 20, 1907, President
Taft used the following language:

In times of great national need, however, an income tax would
be of great assistance In furnishing means to carry on the Govern-
ment, and it is not free from doubt how the Supreme Court, with
changed membership, would view a new Income tax under such condi-
tions, The court was nearly evenly divided in the Iast case, and
during the civil war great sums were collected by an Income tax
without judicial interference.

This observation of the President raises the inquiry, If an
income tax is valid in time of war, why is it not also valid in
time of peace?

In speaking upon this precise point, Justice Harlan said:

1s it to be understood that the courts may annul an act of Congress
fmposing a tax on incomes whenever, in their judgment, such legis-
lation is not demanded by any public emergency or pressing necessity?
Is n tax on income permissible in a time of war, but unconstitutional
in a time of peace? Is the judiciary to supervise the action of the
legislative branch of the Government upon questions of public policy?
Are they to override the will of the people, as expressed by thelr
chosen servants, because, in thelr gudgment. the particular means em-
ployed by Congress in executlon of the powers conferred by the Con-
stifution are not the best that could have been devised, or are mnot
absolutely necessary to accomplish the objects for which the Govern-
ment was established?

Mr. Chairman, while I do not offer the observation T am about
to make as even persuasive authority in this connection, but
only to emphasize the importance of the powers and duties of
the legislative branch of any government, I would suggest that
no court of last resort in any other country undertakes to veto
or nullify a solemn enactment of the legislative branch. Since
the revolution of 1688, no English court has ever asserted the
right to set aside an act of Parliament.

DUTY OF COXGRESS.

I agree that Members of Congress are under oath to support
the Constitution, and that it is the duty of the Supreme Court,
under proper circumstances, to construe and expound that in-
strument ; but I submit that where, in the judgment of Members
of Congress, a palpably erroneous decision has been rendered




- 1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

535

by the Supreme Court, stripping the coordinate legislative
branch of the Government of one of its strong arms of power
and duty—a decision overturning a line of decisions extending
‘over 4 hundred years of the Nation's history, a decision violat-
ing the doctrine laid down by all text-book writers and com-
meniators on the Constitution, a decision running counter to
the fixed policies of every department of the Government as
uniformly pursued for more than a century—I say, under these
circumstances, every Member of Congress owes to himself and
to the country the duty of exhausting every reasonable and
legitimate means to secure a review by the court of the gues-
tions erroneously decided.

Courts are not always infallible, as this decision clearly

demonstrates. Furthermore, courts have reversed themselves
many times on many questions, and will doubtless continue to
do so. Legislative and political thought is subject to more or
less fluctuation. Likewlise, judicial interpretation and con-
struction is sometimes affected by new judicial philosophy and
by new and changed conditions occurring in the social and
economic world. The Supreme Court of the United States some
years ago reversed itself in what is known as the “ legal-tender
case.” This act of Congress was first held invalid, but later
on two new members were added to that court, a rehearing of
the .case was had, with the result that the former decision was
reversed and stands reversed until this day. It is entirely
proper that Congress should pass another income-tax act, again
raising the important questions deemed to have been erroneously
decided by the Supreme Court heretofore, and by this course
secure a rehearing upon these controverted questions. Justice
Brown made the following statement, that would be pertinent
here:
Go?rg?nment ?gglfl:m!l et‘;f;t }&pl:igtﬁ%:tela:a like %ﬁ!ﬁms%a{fv::goegnt%tr g:
veto of this court through a chm‘ﬁe in its opinien or be crippled
in great political crises by its inability to raise a revenue for imme-
diate use.

1 say it is a gross dereliction of duty for Congress to tamely
and meekly acquiesce in the patent errors of the income-tax de-
cision of 1804, and sit with folded and tied hands until all
means of securing a rehearing have been first exhausted. Then,
and not until then, should Congress finally abandon all hope of
regaining this lost power and duty.

It is exceedingly important that these controverted questions
should be settled right in time of peace, for, if our country
should become involved in war with a great naval power, it is
mot impossible that our foreign commerce would be reduced to
a minimum and little revenue would be derived from imporis;
in which event the proposed tax would be indispensable. How-
ever, the almost world-wide practice has made this a peace tax
as well as a war tax.

England derives $160,000,000 annually from this tax. Three-
fourths of this sum is collected “ at the sgource; * that is, the em-
ployer retains and pays the tax direct to the Government, so
that it does not pass through the hands of the taxpayer under
this system of collection.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. Will the gentleman allow
-an interruption?

Mr. HULL of Temmessee. Certainly.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippl. Will the gentleman state
wwhat, under the English law, is the smallest income liable to
‘an income tax?

Mr, HULL of Tennessee. Seven hundred and fifty dolars. I
can not say but what under the income-tax system mow in op-
eration in England several new features have been introduced.
In the first place, they have a graded system, under which certain
Tates are imposed upon incomes of certain amounts. Further-
more, they proceed to differentiate, as it is termed in the lan-
guage of their law, and by that is meant a particular rate of
taxation is imposed on “unearned” incomes; that is, incomes
derived from invested personal property or from the rent of real
estate; whereas a different and lower rate is imposed upon
“earned” incomes; that is, incomes derived from personal
exertion .or labor.

The graded system is represented to have been adopted :be-
ccause public policy required the imposition of taxes upon very
small salaries. In this country, under the laws of this char-
acter that were last in operation, the minimum income upon
which tax was imposed was $4,000, so that the graded system
did not become necessary and really ‘would not have applied in
the sense and with the efficacy that it does in connection with
the English system, where small incomes are taxed.

Mr. OLARK of Missouri. Well, I would like to ask the gen-
tleman a question right there. In the investigation of income
tax, does it turn out that-there are more graded income ‘tnxes,
«or flat rates?

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. In almost each instance, in so far
as my investigation has extended, they usually have what is
called “the graded system,” ranging from about 1 per cent up
‘to ‘as high, nsually, as b per cent, but sometimes as high as 10
per cent, imposed upon incomes of different amounts, But in
some counfries I observe that instead of imposing a per cent
of taxes upon certain incomes they impose so much money as
taxes upon certain eategories of income.

Satisfactory income-tax systems are in operation in practi-
cally all the countries of the world, save the United States,
France, and Russia. The popular legislative branch of France
recently passed a graduated income-tax bill by an overwhelming
vote, the estimated receipts from which will be $138,000,000 an-
mually., Ameng other countries having an income-tax system
long in suceessful .operation might be mentioned Germany,
Spain, Italy, Switzerland, Norway and Sweden, the Netherlands,
Austria, Bavaria, and so on. :

The income-tax systems of other.countriesdiffer. Some affect
the whole income of the taxpayer, as in Prussia, while others
are imposed only on such sources of income as are not reached
by other taxes. In most foreign countries a minimum income
is exempted for income-tax purposes. Outside of Great Britain,
Ehesé?(]munt of incomes so exempted usually ranges from $150

0 =

Had I the time, I should be glad to offer a detailed statement
relative to the income-tax systems of other countries, together
with a showing as to their effect upon trade conditions, the
distribution of wealth, the percentage of people aflected thereby,
and other effects of this system of taxation.

1 donot deem it necessary at this time to enter upon an extended
discussion of the constitutional phases of this guestion. I do wish
1o say, however, that since the Hylton case was decided by the
Supreme Court of the Unifed States in 1796, in which the
court unanimeusly held that there were only two kinds of direct
taxes, namely, poll taxes and taxes on land, it has not been seri-
ously insisted that the taxation of incomes involved the principle
of a direct tax until the Supreme Court so held in 1894. Prior
to this time, there were five Supreme Court decisions to the con-
trary, rendered in each instance by a unanimous court. Many
income-tax laws have been imposed since the beginning of the
Government. The principle involved in this tax at one time has
met the hearty approval of both the Demeceratic and Republican
parties. 'This tax was levied by the Republican party after the
war, as well as during the war, and its ultimate repeal was
vigorously opposed by the ablest Republican statesmen of that
time. T wish T now had the time in which to give a history of
‘this system and iis suceessful operation.

Hon. Hugh MeCulloch, Secretary of the Treasury, in his able
Teport on the state of the finances, strongly suggested the idea -
of retaining, at least, many features of this tax and removing
instead the tax on articles of necessity. John Sherman, then a
Benator from Ohio, speaking in opposition to the repeal of the
income tax, among other things, said:

A few years of further experience will convince the whole body of
our people that a system of national taxes which rests the whole burden
of taxation upon econsumption, and mot -one cent on ogmper:y and in-
come, s intrinsieally unjust. While the expenses National Gov-
ernment are largely caused by the protection of property it is but right
{0 cause property to contribute to its ?ayment. It 1 not .do to say
that each person consumes in proportion to his means. That is not
true. Iveryone must see that the consumption of the rich does not
bear the same relation to the consumption of the poor as the income of
the rich does to the wages of the poor. As wealth accumulates this
injustiee in the fundamental basis of our system will be felt and forced
upon the attention of Congress.

But by this time the beneficiaries of protection had secured a
taste of iis sweets and had also become powerfully influential
with the Republican party, so that at their behest the income
tax was repealed, while the tax on necessaries remained.

AETHOD OF COLLECTION—OBJECTIONS ANSWERED.

I have not yet heard a logical reason offered in opposition to
this ‘method of taxation. The apologists of the rich, in their
opposition to this legislation, offer as an excuse therefor that
it causes the people of wealth to commit perjury, besides being
offensively inguisitorial. Replying to the last objection, I
challenge the closest comparison of the machinery prescribed
for the collection of an income tax with the revenue and assess-
ment laws of the different States and the present internal-
revenue laws of the Government. In most of the States assess-
ment blanks are presented to each taxpayer and he is required
to make a detailed showing therein as to his property, and under
oath. If he fails to list a promissory note or other like obliga-
tion, he is denied the assistance of the courts in its collection.
Furthermore, in case he makes a false affidavit to his schedule
or refuses to make affidavit, he is guilty of a misdemeanor, and
apon trial and conviction thereof is subject to a fine and incar-
ceration in the county jail or workhouse. In addition, most
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States have revenue agents, back-tax attorneys, and so forth,
whose privilege and duty it is to prosecute diligent search and
scrutinize the business or property of a taxpayer, and by means
of back assessments and court prosecutions see that no property
subject to taxation escapes.

Anyone at all familiar with the methods of collecting our in-
ternal revenue knows that from the moment a citizen lands at
one of our ports of entry all his baggage and other belongings
are searched and scrutinized, that no dutiable articles may es-
cape. In addition, different blank declarations must be filled
out, subscribed, and sworn to. We see oath piled on oath before
the customs officials relax their hold. And even with these pre-
cautions goods, wares, and merchandise subject to duties aggre-
gating millions of dollars elude the eye of the customs official
and are smuggled into this country, The same rigid methods
govern the collection of taxes on whisky and other internal reve
nue. Mr. Chairman, our present internal-revenue facilities are
amply sufficient for the collection of an income tax, barring the
possible necessity for the appointment of a few additional deputy
collectors. The experience of the Government in the collection
of this tax shows that its cost was only 2 per cent, being less
than the cost of collecting any other tax ever imposed.

WOULD IT MAKE LIARS OF THE RICH?

The astonishing objection to this tax is sometimes offered that
jts imposition would make liars and perjurers of the holders
of great wealth subject to the same; that rather than con-
tribute a small portion of their colossal incomes to the Govern-
ment that protects them in their life, liberty, and property they
would unhesitatingly commit perjury. I believe this is a slander
upon even the idle holders of idle wealth and the possessors of
colossal incomes, but if this shameful defense is true, then I say
that every tax dodger should be rigorously subjected to the
thumbscrews of the law. Persons who would dodge the payment
of an income tax are doubtless already evading the payment of
other taxes. They could not well emigrate to other countries
without being there confronted by a similar income tax of per-
haps a higher rate.

HOW THE RICH EVADE OTHER TAXES.

I recently noticed an interesting newspaper report of the per-
sonal assessment for taxation of many of the millionaires and
other holders of immense fortunes in New York. John D. Rock-
efeller was down for $2,500,000 personal taxes; William Rock-
efeller, $300,000; Andrew Carnegle, $5,000,000; Mrs. Russell
Sage, $5,000,000; John Jacob Astor, $300,000; Perry Belmont,
$150,000; Cornelius N. Bliss, $100,000; the seven Vanderbilis,
combined total, $2,900,000; Charles F. Murphy, $5,000; Jacob H.
Schiff, $200,000; Joseph Pulitzer, $500,000; J. P. Morgan,
$400,000; while George J. Gould, August Belmont, Hetty Green,
William Waldorf Astor, and Richard Croker managed to escape
without any assessment.

These assessments given in at paltry sums by the possessors
of what might most properly be termed “swollen wealth,” if
true, reveal in a striking manner the insignificant sums con-
tributed to the Government by those most able to pay. This
showing presents the strongest argument in support of the taxa-
tion of incomes, because it would seem that this class of people
consider themselves almost immune from any kind of taxation,
in the light of their patent evasion of the tax laws of New York.
It is manifest that no tax law enacted by the States or the Fed-
eral Government within recent years has effectively reached
the holders of great wealth or the possessors of large incomes.
It is an outrageous governmental policy that constantly pro-
tects this class of wealth and its owners without exacting rea-
sonable taxes in return.

“TAX WEALTH, NOT POVERTY."

Mr. Chairman, for the Government to refuse to so levy taxes
is equivalent to saying to the father that, in case of war, he is
expected to give up his-son, that he may shed his blood and, if
necessary, surrender his life in defense of his country's flag,
but that the man of great wealth shall not be required to con-
tribute even $1 with which to defray the expense of that war.
The world has never seen such colossal fortunes as we behold
in the present age. Their owners are richly able to pay taxes.
Why does the Government, founded as it was upon the doctrine
of equality, persist in taxing every article of necessity which
the poor widow must buy, while it permits citizens residing in
other countries to hold property here of probably $100,000,000
in value on which the Government declines to levy even a single
cent of tax? The proposed revenue bill presents the monstrous
proposition of imposing the highest average tax rate known to
the fiscal history of the country upon almost everything the
American people eat and wear and otherwise consume, and at
the same time virtually exempting the Carnegies, the Vander-
bilts, the Astors, the Morgans, and the Rockefellers, with their
aggregated billions of hoarded wealth. Public sentiment is be-

coming aroused. The American people are loudly, insistently
demanding that this infamous system of class legislation sball
cease, and unless this Congress regards their wishes they will
soon compe] compliance, even if they have to resort to a reno-
vated Congress, [Loud applause.]

Mr. HAMER. Mr. Chairman, to have a good, old-fashioned
grandmother, literally inclined, is one of the chief blessings
vouchsafed by a thoughtful Providence to man.

I remember mine very distinetly. She was one of those kind,
venerable old ladies, full of “ wise saws and modern instances,”
with which she would often undertake to correct the sometimes
noisy and always troublesome pranks of a robust youngster.
One of her favorite couplets was supposed to be the true and
exact deseription of a very circumspect small boy, and ran about
as follows:

Speak when you're spoken to;
Do as you're bid;

Keep your mouth shut,
And you'll never be chid.

In the good old days back yonder that roundelay never arose
above the dignity of a nursery rhyme, but I understand that
the scope of its wise admonitions has been enlarged in recent
years until it now applies to and includes all new Congressmen.
And it is well. The brand-new Congressman, especially if he
hails from the far West, is not supposed to impress this great
body with the gravity of any situation. He does not carry
enough weight to make a dent in the pavement on Pennsylvania
avenue except in July and August, when the scorching rays of a
sympathetic sonthern sun softens the asphalt up, and then, along
about May or June, the “ Iron Duke of American Politics,” by
and with the advice and consent of the Senate,” promptly ad-
journs Congress for the heated period, thus depriving him of
that poor satisfaction. [Laughter and applause.]

But through the courtesy of the distinguished gentleman from
New York, who is alike the sturdy father of this bill as well as
the kind and indulgent parent of the youngsters of this Con-
gress, possibly because I was a “ good Indian ” and complacently
followed my file leader in the organization of this House and
got duly “cussed” by a portion of my constituents therefor,
but more probably on the theory that what little I may say
can not possibly result in the defeat or serious mutilation of
this bill at the present stage of its consideration, I have been
allotted a little time to-day.

There is no legislation of more general and far-reaching im-
portance to the people at large than that contemplated under
the “ metal schedule” of the present tariff bill. It directly af-
fects the great mining industry of this country, which, with
farming, is the real source and foundation of all our national
wealth; and if prosperity is to remain and abide with us, these
particular industries must be encouraged, reasonable profits
maintained, and productivity increased. The history of the
past gives fair warning that low prices for our farm products
and our metals mean sympathetic stagnation in the store, the
bank, the shop, the office, and the mill. If the miner can afford
to pay the duty on the materials he consumes, including the pro-
ductions of the farm, the farmer can certainly do so without
great burden; and as every other line of profitable endeavor de-
pends on mining and farming, I am unable to grasp the philos-
ophy that permits dependents to seriously complain.

The incentive that lures the prospector from the pleasures of
civilization and the comforts of home into the inhospitable but
fascinating western hills is the possibility of sometime and
somewhere discovering a “bonanza;” in other words, a pro-
ductive, or, if you please, a paying mine. In the days prior to
the so-called “ crime of '73,” such a mine was one that produced
in paying quantities either of four metals—gold, silver, copper,
or lead. Consequently, the hopeful and hardy miner went forth
upon his quest feeling that he had four chances of success. And
right diligently he worked, his tribe increased, and the treasure-
laden stage coaches and gold-lined ships from California, Flor-
ence, Boise Basin, the Comstock, and Black Hills were the legiti-
mate results.

In the early forties the available money supply of this country
was less than $7.87 per capita. The market price of labor was
paid, as well as measured, in the products of the farm. The
“coon skin " was the recognized medium of exchange, and real,
actual money, in sufficient quantities to carry on the hibernating
commerce of the country, was unknown.

In 1849 California laid the first fruits of her wonderful treas-
ure at the feet of the Republic. She produced that year nearly
$£50,000,000 in silver and gold, and the evolution of * God’'s
chosen ” from a community of horse traders into a nation whose
commercial strides and industrial growth have been unprece-
dented in the world’'s history, first began.

In 1873 silver was demonetized, and the market price of that
metal soon fell from $1.29 to 80 cents per ounce, thus eliminat-
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ing silver as an incentive to further exploration, and reducing
the prospector's possibility of discovering a paying mine in due
proportion, for no one familiar with the subject will seriously
contend that the * white metal ” at the present market price can
be profitably mined, except when found with its metallic affin-
ity—lead. To-day the profitable mine is one that produces
either gold, copper, or silver and lead combined, and, as a result,
the incentive to further mining development in this country has
been decreased from four to three, and I am here to hazard the
prediction that if the present tariff on lead in ore and pigs is
now reduced, the mining of lead and silver in the United States,
from Canada to Mexico, will be destroyed; and by that act,
having reduced the possibilities of success in this great industry
again from three to two, you will have further discouraged the
prospecting of our mountaing, not for lead and silver alone, but
for gold and copper also, with the result that you will have
seriously crippled, if not entirely destroyed, a legitimate, hon-
orable, and productive industry that has added more real, last-
ing, and intrinsic wealth to the Nation than any other known to
man. For the opening up of mines in the industry, courage, and
intelligence of mining men has done more to develop the larger
part of our country than anything I know,

The trappers and hunters of the Hudson Bay Company, who
first invaded the great Northwest, and the hardy and adven-
turous partisans who later followed in the great * Pathfinder’s”
train, were simply prospectors in disguise.” They trapped and
hunted beaver in the winter, only to procure a “grub stake”
for prospecting in the spring. And thus the mines were first dis-
covered and the trails leading to them “ blazed.” Then the rail-
roads were constructed and the mills and smelters built. Then
the farmer and stockman came; towns and cities, attracted by
the splendid market for their products, made possible by the
opening of the mines, sprang up on every hand; and the rail-
roads and subsequent extensions have been busy ever since
transporting the products of these mines to the Atlantic sea-
board and returning laden with eastern merchandise and the
products of New England spindles, mills, and factories. The
balance of trade always has been, and now is, in your favor,
for we of the West are not a manufacturing people. We are
essentially producers of raw material, and as such are not com-
petitors of yours. We do not compete with our own flesh and
blood; our commercial rivals are to be found In Canada, in
Mexico, and beyond the seas. But, my brethren, at the expense
of being thought an alarmist, I am here to-day to prophesy
that if by unwise, thoughtless, and selfish legislation you cripple
and destroy our industries we will, in a few short years, de-
velop into competitors, the cheapness and execellency of whose
finished products will make you of the East regret your incon-
siderate haste and narrow policy. Nature has, indeed, been
prodigal in bestowing blessings on the West. The raw materials
that go to make up the finished product are hard by ideal fac-
tory sites. We have timber, wood, iron, coal, and limestone in
abundance, and more watts of electric energy now flowing un-
curbed, unbridled, and useless to the sea than was ever dreamed
of in your philosophy.

There is hardly a county in the State of Idaho that ecan not
produce within her borders at the minimum of cost enough
electric power—the cheapest known to man—to drive all the
wheels and spindles of the largest manufacturing city in the
Unjon. The labor necessary to man those wheels and spindles
is now profitably employed within our smelters and our mines,
It is true they receive good wages, better than those paid to
the average factory hand, but the risks they take, the dangers
they face, the hazards they run, and the additional cost of
living is greater by far and fully justifies the increase. But
once reduce the tariff on lead, lumber, wool, and sugar beets,
which are our raw materials, below a just and fair margin of
protection, which means that our labor must suffer an unfair
and unjust reduction of wages, or seek employment in other and
different lines, and you will wake up some bright, frosty morn-
ing and discover that the manufacturing center of the Union
has moved west “ between two suns.”

And were it not that western patriotism is coextensive with
the Republic; were it not that we are ever ready with voice
and vote and arms and men, when necessary, to extend that
patriotism over the East and South and North and every other
spot on earth where Old Glory proudly floats, we might, with
that selfish propriety that some of you are apparently ever ready
to display, suppress this note of warning and permit you to
legislate your factories from East to West; to make of New
England an erstwhile golf links, where, in future years, some
thrifty descendant of the “man who made coal oil famous”
will alone be financially able to engage in the modern game of
“shinney,” while the great-grandsons of your captains of indus-
try will be so reduced in pride and purse that they will gladly

essay the rdle of “caddy,” and for a much needed gquarter of a
dollar chase the rubber ball, which would simply mean that the
legislative and political sins of the father will be visited on the
children, “even unto the third and fourth generations.”
[Laughter and applause.]

While the mining of lead is not exclusively a western tndus-
try, it is substantially so, for we produce two-thirds of the
entire output of the Nation in the Rocky Mountain West. Of
the 350,000 tons of lead taken from the ground last year, one-
third came from Colorado, Utah, Montana, and Nevada, one-
third from the Mississippi Valley, and one-third from my own
fair State of Idaho. The total of this vast quantity, together
with the accompanying silver, aggregated in value $40,000,000.
In extracting the ore containing these values, reducing the same
to the form of concentrates, as we are compelled to do in the
West, and the smelting of the same, some 25,000 workmen, the
most skillful, reliable, and competent in the world, were em-
ployed. In the transporfation of this vast tonnage from the
mouth of the mine to the smelter for treatment another 25,000
were employed. The value of the gold and silver ores that are
smelted on a lead basis probably represent another forty million
and employs, probably, another 50,000 men, and upon the indus-
try and fidelity of this grand army 500,000 women and children
depend for shelter, clothing, and their daily bread. The myriads
of towns and villages that have grown up around and because
of these great mines and smelters are legion, and the tradesmen,
mechanics, artisans, and farmers, whose decent comfort and
modest prosperity rest on and abide with the present and future
prosperity of this great industry, are so many as to defy accu-
rate computation. During the year 1907 one canyon in a single
county of the State of Idaho produced 111,697 tons of pig lead
and 5,584,850 ounces of fine silver, the total value of which
amounted to $15,555,315, and with that liberal, lavish hand for
which the West is justly famous this almost prodigious sum
was distributed as follows: .

Forty-seven per cent, or $7,310,998, was the original cost of
production at the mine; of this, $4,825,260 was paid for labor,
the major part of which was expended by 6,000 toilers so em-
ployed for the necessaries and luxuries of life and for the acqui-
sition and maintenance of their homes. The green fields of all
the agricultural States, from the Mississippi River to the Pacific
Ocean, were liberally drawn upon to supply their tables; the
apparel for themselves and families, the furniture for their
homes, and the countless other manufactured articles required
by a well-paid and intelligent American industrial community
were requisitioned from the manufacturing States on this side
of the Mississippi.

Thirty-three per cent, or $5,133,254, was paid for transporta-
tion and smelting, which was again distributed by the railroads
and smelters as wages to labor, and by the latter again expended
for raiment, food, and other necessary supplies.

The remaining 20 per cent, or $3,111,063, represented the gross
reward to the vast capital invested, amounting in round num-
bers to $25,000,000 in these mines, and if you deduct therefrom
the annual interest charge and a reasonable amortization, you
will agree with me that the net returns are indeed conspicuous
for modesty in these days of corporate avariciousness and
greed. [Applause.]

The most formidable competitor we have in the production
of lead—because of accessibility, including cheapness of trans-
portation to our markets, the abundance and low cost of labor,
and the unusually large values of silver contents in the ore—
is Mexico, our sister Republic on the south. I do not think it
exaggeration to say that Mexico has within her borders the
richest lead mines now operating in the world. The almost
total absence of labor organizations, the infrequency of strikes
or lockouts, the few wants and comforts demanded or expected
by the peons, and the constantly increasing mining efficiency
of the same, all combine to make hers the cheapest labor in the
lead-producing field.

At the present time the lead mines of that country, owned
and controlled by a single American corporation, are producing
3,000 tons per month or a production of 10,000 tons per annum
in excess of our own.

The cost of mining everywhere naturally resolves itself info
these principal factors: Mining, milling, freight, and smelting.
And right here I desire to make a few comparisons which, in
my judgment, show the ever-present danger of Mexican com-
petition. I shall use Idaho prices in doing so, because of greater
familiarity with conditions there, and a thorough investigation
has convinced me that the fixed charges of mining in my own
State are a fair average for the other States and Territories
of the Rocky Mountain West.

The cost of production in the West is steadily increasing every
year. The average profit-bearing life of a mine is small and
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circumseribed. The *dead work” necessary in its first pros-
pecting and development more than consumes the “output” of
its early days, and the cost of production steadily increases in
its later years because of the deep mining made necessary by
working out the upper levels. The day when a lead-silver mine
in this country paid from the grass roots down has long since
passed into history, and the deep mining of the present neces-
sarily requires more powerful, intricate, and expensive machin-
ery, newer hoisting works, larger pumps; and the annual fixed
charge for these items alone represents many thousands of
additional capital.

The cost of smelting in the United States and Mexico is about
the same, but a comparison of the difference in the cost of
freight and the labor here and there is indeed startling.

I shall not presume on the intelligence of the House by gquot-
ing statistics to demonstrate that Mexican labor is to be pro-
cured at less wages than our own. It is sufficient to say that
the wages paid American miners in this country is three times
that paid in Mexico.

- The freight rate from the Mexican mine to the smelier at

Monterey is $3 per ton of ore, or $6 per ton of lead, and from
Monterey to New York the freight rate is $4 per ton, making
a total transportation cost of $10 per ton of lead in all. The
rate from the Coeur d'Alenes, in Idaho, to the smelter is §10
per ton of ore, or $20 per ton of lead, and from the smelter
to New York is $7 per ton additional, making a total freight
charge of $27 per ton of lead.

Those Members of the House not familiar with mines and
mining, because of dearth of time or lack of opportunity to in-
vestigate the facts, will no doubt be much surprised, and prob-
ably incredulous, when I say that lead can be, and is, sold for
2 cents per pound at the mouth of the Mexican mine, and even
at that low price carries a profit, while in Idaho the actual cost
of production is 4 cents per pound, not counting the interest on
the million dollars that represents the average capital invested
in a producing mine or amortization on the plant,

And in this connection I can not refrain from calling atten-
tion to a part of the testimony given before the Ways and
Means Committee by Mr. C. E. Allen, of Utah, relative to the
cost of production and the accruing profits on a ton of lead ore.
I have spared no efforts to verify his figures, and after doing so
I have arrived at the unalterable conclusion that they are a
fair average for all the lead-producing States of the West, in-
cluding Idaho. Mr. Allen says:

In the year 1906, upon which I have based my res, because those
are more complete, we produced 125,842 836 poun of lead, or 1064
pounds of lead per ton of ore, and this contained 68,340 ounces of ‘ﬁold,
or 0.089 ounces of Eﬂld per ton. This lead also carried wi it
9,406,758 ounces of sllver, or 12.27 ounces of silver per ton.
82 per cent of the silver produced in Utah came from lead ores. Be-
tween 26 and 27 roduced in the State came from
the same source. e average value of the metals produced in lead ores
in that year from this State were as follows: ?li.ead, 5.7 cents per
pound ; gold, $20.67 per ounce ; sllver, GT cents per ounce.

The value of the contents per ton was: Lead, $0.32; gold, $1.84; and
gilver, $8.22; making a total value of each ton of lead ore produced

19.88. It cost the miner to produce this ore as follows: Ten per cent

eduction from the price of lead cost him $0.93, and 5 per cent dednction
from the price of gold cost him $0.09 per ton; 5 per cent deduction from
the price of silver cost him $0.41; average wagon and rallway haul cost
him $2.50 per ton; sampling, $0.50 a ton; smelting, $8 a ton; and min-
ing, $3.50 a ton. Some of those figures are estimates of my own, but
they are well within the facts and the sum total is comservative. The
total cost, then, to the miner, was $15.93, and he received £79.38 per
ton, which would leave on apparent profit of $3.45 per ton. Meom this
should be taken at least 10 per cent for writing off the property. A
mine is not like a farm—the longer you mine it the less you have. The
longer a farm i3 worked the better it should be, and any careful business
man will write off at least 10 per cent of his mine each year, * ¢ =
If we take off, then, the 10 per cent for amortization, as it is sometimes
called, we have $3.10 per ton for each ton of ere mined in 1906, which
comes to the miner. But duri this year the price of lead was ab-
normally high—about a cent and a half higher than it has averaged
durm‘i; the last fifteen years. The price of lead to-day is 4.3 cents per
pound. In 1906 it averaged 5.7. We can not expect, on the aver-
age, that lead will be much more than 4.8 per pound, even with the
present tariff. If we take the difference between the price of lead in
1906 and the price of lead to-day it would reduee the profit per ton on
the ore produced that year $2.25 per ton—§2.29, to be exact. 5

There i8 another thing: When this lead ore was produced the aver-
age value of silver was €7 cents an ounce. To-day it is 50 cents, or
less. That represents a loss on each ton of ore of the same average value
as we produced in 1906 of $§2.00. * * * Bp that if these two redue-
tions in the value of the tonnage produced in 1906, or a similar ton-
nage, should come at the same time it would more than wipe out all
the profit that was made upon the 766,530 tons of lead ore produced in
Utah in 1906. And under the conditions which now exist, and the

relative value of labor in Mexico and Utah, the miners of Utah wish to
ask this committee that the tariff on lead be not interfered with.

Which means that the average lead-silver mine of the West
to-day, with lead at 4.3 cents per pound and silver at 50.cents
per ounce, is being operated at a loss, if, indeed, in operation
at all, for many of them, especially those of low-grade ores,
are now shut down. And in this connection it is well to say
that it ordinarily pays better to operate a mine at a small loss
than to abandon work completely, for continued timbering is

% cent of the gold

necessary, and continued pumping is required, else the lower
workings of the mine will “ cave” and fill with water, entailing
more labor and expense in refitting it for work than would
ordinarily result from a reasonable period of unprofitable min-
ing, because of low prices.

Under these circumstances it would seem absurd to further
contend that lead mining can be profitably prosecuted in this
country without the continued aid and assistance of the present
protective tariff. I am not unmindful of the fact that some
able, honest, and conscientious Members of this body contend
otherwise, but in doing so, I am inclined to the belief that they
are misled by the exaggerated statements that ceme from those
whose business would be greatly benefited by a reduction in the
existing schedules.

For instance, we hear the allegation often made that our
neighbors on the north, without protection, are enabled to suc-
cessfully compete with lead produced in Mexico. I deny the al-
legation. There is considerable lead mined in British Columbia,
but upon every pound there thus produced the Canadian gov-
ernment pays a bounty of three-fourths of a cent per pound,
and, in addition, the Dominion laws provide for an ad valorem
duty of 15 per cent upon all imports. This bounty, taken with
the ad valorem duty on the present London price of lead, affords
the Canadian producer a protection of approximately $1.35 per
hundred pounds, or a very slight reduction, only 15 eents per
hundred pounds under our present.duty, which reduction is
more than overbalanced by the increased expense of mining
here. -

It has been contended on the floor of this House that the
American Smelting and Refining Company, the so-called “lead
trust,” and not the miner, is the real beneficiary of the existing
tariff, because such tariff enables it to arbitrarily fix the price
of lead to the consumer. I am at a loss to understand how
anyone can adjust such conclusion to present existing facts.
The American Smelting and Refining Company is one of the
very big corporations of this country. Its capitalization reaches
many millions, and I have no doubt contains enough water to
float a battle ship. In recent years some of us have acquired
the habit of shying at a large array of figures, because they
are large; of aseribing to money, when collected in unusual sums,
attributes it knows not of, and voluntarily conceding to men
controlling these vast sums powers quite often impossible of
accomplishment. Now, I have no doubt that in its original con-
ception this great corporation aspired to be a *“malefactor,”
but the great trouble has been that when it came to a show-
down it could not play the part. It is the old, old story—* the
spirit is willing, but the flesh is weak.” If the trust is able to
arbitrarily fix the price of its product, it occurs to me that the
present moment is, or, in fact, any time during the last sixteen
months, has been a mighty propitious time to fix it. As a mat-
ter of fact, it has been playing a losing game during most of
that time and has been forced to dispose of its produet on a
continually falling market. At present it is selling lead at 4
cents a pound that actually cost it $§4.10 to $4.50 per hundred.

A trust is not generally organized or conducted along elee-
mosynary or philanthropic lines. Sentiment and expediency are
two words that are painfully and persistently absent from the
trust's vecabulary. Its mission on earth is to make money, and
it never misses an opportunity or slips a cog to put the price at
the highest figure the traffic will bear. Under these cirepm-
stances I feel justified in calling on those gentlemen who are
advocating a reduction on lead ore and pigs to further explain
why, with lead selling at £13 10s. in London, which, including
transportation and insurance, would make European lead cost
$3.81 per hundred pounds in New York, duty free, or £5.31 per
hundred with the present duty added, tie trust should, if it
controls the American market, be selling lead at a less price
here. Why not maintain the price at $5.31 instead of $4 per
hundred pounds? These conditions, now actually in existence,
could not possibly obtain in a market controlled and dominated
by a trust or combination.

No, Mr. Chairman, the * trust” can not fix, maintain, or con-
trol the price of lead, and I will tell you why.

It simply finds itself unable to control the American out-
put, else they could and, I have no doubt, would. Of the 350,000
tons of lead produced in the United States last year, the so-
called “trust” refined only 175,000 tons, or 50 per cent of the
total production. Smelters absolutely independent of this great
corporation refined the balance, and no sane man familiar
with the inexorable laws of commerce and trade will seriously
contend that the control of one-half of the supply of any given
product carries with it the power or ability to absolutely fix the
selling price. Even that remarkable document commonly known
and designated as the “last Democratic platform” concedes
that no corporation or combination can be finally and decisively
branded as a * trust” unless it controls at least 50 per cent of a
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product, and Democratic platforms of late years are generally
g}\'en (ired.lt for being Buﬂ?ienﬂy radical in statement. [Ap-
plause;

There are now operating in this country some 50 independent
emelters and more are building every year, and if there is a
controlling trust in this country to-day the best and most ef-
fective way to “clip its wings” is the wise encouragement of
independent and competing producers. I, personally, know that
a company was recently organized and financed in my State for
the purpose of building an independent smelter. The capital,
some $100,000, has already been subscribed, the site acquired,
and the machinery and materials purchased and some months
ago delivered on the ground. But in the last few days a letter
has been received from the president of the company to the
effect that work on this project has temporarily ceased, pending
final action on the present tariff bill, and that the erection of
the smelter will be permanently abandoned if the proposed re-
duction in the present lead schedule is finally accomplished.

The erection of that smelter would place another thriving
town on the map of Idaho, and would add from 200 to 500
thrifty and intelligent workmen to the population of my State.
But some will say that those men who have invested $100,000 in
smelter equipment are “ bluffing.” They certainly will not let the
same forever lay, unproductive and useless, rusting and rotting
in the rain and sun. Noj; they will not. That equipment is
located to-day within a short distance of the Canadian line. It
will always be a welcome acquisition to the lead district of
British Columbia and if, by injudicious legislation, you drive
ihat smelter across the border, it will be one of many Amer-
ican-made smelters that will in future pour from its moulten
mouth tons and tons of bounty, encourage British lead back into
this, the greatest lead-consuming market in the world. Tt will
be a part and parcel of a genuine, not an imaginary trust; a
trust that will not only control the entire lead production of
Canada, but of Mexico and of America as well.

It is an open secret among well-informed mining men that
the so-called “lead trust' prefers the entire abolition of the
existing tariff on lead, in ore as well as on pigs and bullion,
and why? Simply because without a protective tariff it would
soon be complete master of the lead-producing field; it would
be enabled to do that which it has failed to accomplish to
date, which is to close down and make -valueless every lead-
producing mine in the United States. Nonproductive lead mines
are not desirable properties to hold, and the present owners
of those properties would soon put them on the market at
any price in the event that the much-desired object is accom-
plished. This would give the so-called ‘ trust,” with its
$100,000,000 of capital and $14,000,000 ready surplus, the oppor-
tunity it has so long and persistently sought. Itwould purchase
those dismantled mipes at its leisure and at its own price, and
being already the undisputed and absolute feudal lord of the
Mexican lead fields, would soon be in possession of the original
source of production, the one thing absolutely and essentially
necessary to enable it to dictate and control prices to the con-
sumer, with none to say it nay. Nor is it a sufficient answer
to this allegation to say that when the price of lead again
advanced the trust could not control production, because new
and hitherto unknown ore bodies would be opened up, for valu-
able mines are by no means common, and no new lead deposits
have been discovered in the United States in the past ten years.

And in this connection I desire to call attention to the fact
that the bill now under consideration contains a provision
which, unless eliminated, will defeat the protective feature of
this legislation so far as the American lead miner is concerned.

Under the provisions of the reported bill, lead dross, including
all dross containing lead, lead bullion, or base bullion, lead in
pigs or bars, old refuse lead run into blocks or bars, and old
scrap lead fit only to be remanufactured, lead in any form not
specially provided for in sections 1 or 2 of this act, all of which
formerly carried a duty of 2} cents per pound, is to hereafter
carry a duty of but 14 cents per pound, or the same rate as pro-
vided for lead-bearing ores,

As I have explained before, Mexican lead, after paying all
fixed charges, including transportation, ean be delivered on the
New York market at 24 cents per pound, and at that price re-
turn a reasonable profit to the producer. If you add to this
the proposed tariff of 14 cents per pound, you will see that the
Mexican lead can be sold in our markets at 4 cents per pound,
with an attendant profit. And inasmuch as it actually costs 4
cents per pound to produce Idaho lead, without taking into ac-
count either interest on the money invested in the mine, amor-
tization, or profit, it will be readily seen that this particular
provision of the pending bill will inure to the benefit of foreign
production and at the same time destroy our own.

Another reason advanced for lowering the existing schedule
on ore and pig is the alleged difference of the prices paid for

lead paint in this country as compared with Canada. One of
the gentlemen who recently communicated with the Committee
on Ways and Means and advocated a reduction on the present
price of lead gave as his reason that lead paint that could be
purchased in Canada for 4 cents per pound would cost the
American consumer 6 cents. This statement, I am told by those
who are in a position to know, is somewhat exaggerated, but for
the purpose of illustration it is near enough.

I hold in my hand the photograph of one of the largest
hotels in Washington City. It is a brick structure of 325
rooms, It has a frontage of 110 feet, a depth of 100 feet, and
is 13 stories, or 175 feet high, and has an exposed surface of
7,000 sgquare yards, which is covered with three coats of lead
and oil. I recently wrote the owner of this vast structure,
who, by the way, is an architect of high standing and skill, and
asked him the exact number of pounds of white lead used in
painting the building and the average life of three coats of such
paint, Here is his answer:

The exterior finlsh of the building is brick, covered with three coats
of the hests&alnt procarable, which is lead and oil. In painting the
building 6, pounds of ground white lead was used, the vough sur-
face of the brick consuming twice the amount of material that would
be required to paint an equal area of boards, and almost twice as much
as will ever be retiulred to repaint it. The estimated life of three
coats of lead and oil on an exposed surface is ten years.

In a later conversation with him I said:

My dear sir, do yon know that, according to the bhest free-trade
authority we have, if you had bullt your hotel in Canada Instead
of in Washington yon would have saved 2 cents upon every pound
of white lead used In painting your bullding, and, according to your
figures, it took 6,600 pounds to do the job?

And what, Mr. Chairman, do you think he said in reply?

Well, what of it? The alleged ecomomy only amounts to $132 out
of a total of a million dollars that it cost to build it. That $132
was my contribution to the lead miners of the Nation, who spend one-
third of their lives in dangerous and exhausting labor underground.
I do not begrudge it; it was my contribution to tie general prosperity
of the country, without which my hotel would never have been built.

One of many kind-hearted patriots, Mr. Chairman, whose only
fault is that they can not help being Democrats, because they
were born that way. [Laughter and applause.]

Now, I hold in my hand another and different picture. The
neat and modest cottage of one of the toilers of the land. It
contains six rooms and a commodious pantry, is built of lumber,
and is 26 by 22 by 20 feet in size, and has an exposed area of
24 squares. It contains a toilet and bath and is connected with
the city sewer. Its exterior is finished in three coats of lead
and oil. It required just 120 pounds of lead to paint that house,
and 18 pounds of lead pipe to plumb it, making a total of 1388
pounds in all. I also had a talk with the owner of this house,
I said:

My good man, do you know that had you built your home in Canada
you would have saved $2.76 in painting and plumbing it?

He was silent, and, as I thought, dumfounded, but slowly
taking a scratch pad from his pocket, he wrote and handed me
this message:

Say, mister, I lived In that countl:y for thir
tage and lost my volee singing * God save the

[Laughter.]

His answer was all sufficient.

Lead is an almost indestructible metal, and about the only
way you can destroy it is by fire. If manufactured into pipe, it
will last for centuries, and the average life of lead paint is ten
years. The ordinary householder of this country consumes not
to exceed 250 pounds of lead in paint and plumbing each gene-
ration, so his contribution to the lead frust—if there is a sue-
cessful one, which I deny—amounts to less than 20 cents a
year. That prices for lead are somewhat higher in this country
than abroad I do not attempt to deny, but if there is a single
human being beneath the flag to-day who objects to this just
and fair recognition of the underground lead miners of the
country, and the 500,000 women and children dependent upon
them for their daily bread—I say if there is such a one, let him
deny himself the pleasure of two 10-cent highballs during Lent
and from this enforced economy pay the bill or expatriate him-
self to Mexico, where in the mountain fastness of his new-
found home, he can drink pulque, spin his prayer wheel, or fall
down before his new-found free trade idol, and none can say him
nay. [Laughter and applause.]

During the four years under the Wilson bill, the average price
of lead in New York was $3.27 per hundred pounds; the aver-
age price in London, $2.37. The London price of $2.37, plus the
then existing tariff of 75 cents per hundred pounds, equals $3.12,
or 15 cents per hundred less than the average selling price in
New York at that time. So the American consumer paid for his
lead the London price plus the duty and 15 cents per hundred.
Now, let us compare these prices with those that prevailed
during the next four years under the Dingley tariff, with a pro-

tective duty of $1.50 per hundred, or 1% cents per pound. We

years in a rented cot-
ing.”




540

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

MArcH 29,

find the average New York price to have been $4.24; the aver-
age London price, $3.12. The London price of $3.12, plus the
tariff of $1.50, equals $4.62 per hundred. In other words, the
American consumer paid for his lead just 38 cents per hundred
less than the London price with the duty added. And I pause
to give some mathematical expert an opportunity to say that
lead cost the consumer 97 cents per hundred pounds more under
the Dingley law than it did under the Wilson law. That is
true, my friends, and it is also true that every other article used
by man is proportionately déarer now than then. But show me
the altruistic patriot who is willing to accept for his particular
product a lower price. The farmer does not want a lower
price, neither does labor, and by “labor " I mean all the toilers
of the Republic, whether employed in the factory, mill and mine,
or on the farm. And so, when some strong-lunged Democrat
bellows forth the glad tidings that lead costs the consumer more
now than it did in 1897 [laughter], or some attenuated Repub-
lican rapidly passing into the age of the “lean and slippered
pantaloon,” which is the next thing to being a Populist
[laughter], joins in the uncalled-for clamor, the Republican
party, if it still possesses the grit of its founders, will answer :

We don’t care a continental if lead does cost the consumer 97 cents a
hundred pounds more than it did under the Wilson law, and the Ameri-
can people don't care. It is ninety-seven times easier to secure the 97
cents now than it was in 1897, and, anyway, that 97 cents represents
the difference between the comfortable home, roast beef, and livin
wages of the American miner and the mud hovel, chili con carne, an
sllver peseta of the Mexican peon.

[Great applause.]

And if you need any other justification than your own good
conscience, listen to these comfortable words:

In accordance with the promises of the platform on which I was
elected, I shall eall Congress into extra session to meet on the 15th day
of Mar in order that consideration may at once be given to a bill

revising the Dingley Act. This should secure an adequate revenue and
adjust the dutles in such manner as to afford to labor and to all in-
dustries in this country, whether of the farm, mine, or factory, pro-
tection by tariff equal to the difference between the cost of production
abroad and the cost of prodoction here,

Whieh, Mr. Chairman, is an extract from the new dispensa-
tion, a plain, clear, logical, and truly great economic sermon by
one of the profound men of this Nation, William Howard Taft.
[Applause.]

There has been a wonderful change in the productions of the
eastern part of the United States in recent years, and in con-
sequence a decided and radical change in the attitude of her
people toward government policies. Those who made the New
England farm life in the days of Whittier's *“ Snowbound”
have long since passed to their reward, and succeeding genera-
tions have either been lost in the city's crowd or moved on to
the more fertile fields and better opportunities of the West.
Unless the growing antipathy to farm life shall cease and the
insane desire for city life be modified, the substantial abandon-
ment of the New England farm will be complete in another
generation. As a means of livelihood, the factory has already
usurped the province of the land. The East has ceased to be
a producer of raw materials and has become the chief manu-
facturing center of the United States. If that were the full
achievement of her mighty ambition, all would be well. But it
is not. She aspires to be the manufacturing center of the uni-
verse, and we all wish her godspeed in her laudable under-
taking, provided she will not forget her weaker sisters of the
West as she goes on her world-conquering mission.

But, like all her universal competitors in manufacturing, she
demands cheaper “raw materials,” and as a result we are pre-
sented the anomaly of New England, an integral part of our
common country, occupying the same economic relation to
another part of the same country—the West—as does old Eng-
land to the Nation.

Now, quite a few of those old New England boys who aban-
doned the farm for the city years ago have been exceedingly
industrious along certain lines. Some of them have developed
into long-haired, profound, and erudite professors of political
economy. Since leaving the “ old homestead ” they have never
produced so much as a blade of grass, let alone a pound of lead
ore, a sugar beet, or a fleece of wool. But they have conceived
something which is of far more importance to the manufacturing
East, especially if they succeed in getting Congress to adopt
their point of view, and that is a new economic theory—a brand-
new theory—which they have been pleased to christen with an
ancient name—the same old euphonious expression that Grover
Cleveland used to put us all out of business with in 1893—* tar-
iff reform.” Now, whatever else may be said of Mr. Cleveland,
all fair-minded critics will concede him to have been an out-
spoken and an honest man. He frankly told the people that

_“tariff reform ” meant to him a “ tariff for revenue only.” But
under the new and later dispensation, it may mean anything
under the sun between the limits of free trade and the revision
ef a single schedule. [Laughter.]

It may mean free lead to the lead-pipe manufacturers of New
York, whose profits it would no doubt increase. But if you
want to test their sincerity ask them if they will consent to the
repeal of the tariff on their manufactured article. In reading the
tariff hearings before the Ways and Means Committee one can
not help being greatly impressed by the equanimity with which
a certain manufacturer of lead cables advocates that the tariff
on “lead ore, lead bars, pigs, granules, and other forms” be
forthwith reduced and at the same time complacently demanding
that the tariff be increased on his own manufactured articles.

The Hon, Will 8. Douglas, of $3-shoe fame, was the Demo-
oratic candidate for governor of Massachusetts on a state plat-
form favoring the removal of the existing duty on hides. Ile-
gardless of the fact that a state administration could have no
more power to eliminate the duty on hides than a justice of
the peace could have to reverse a decision of the Supreme
Court, he was triumphantly elected. The history of that cam-
paign is replete with assurances that “ free hides " would mean
more hours of work and better pay for the men employed in
the shoe factories of Boston, but nowhere is it writ that Mr,
Douglas at any time intimated that he would favor the re-
moval of the existing duty on manufactured boots and shoes.
[Applause,]

“Tariff reform” might mean free wool to the woolen manu-
facturer of the East, but when you ask them in return if they
will consent to the importation of foreign manufactured wool-
ens duty free you must read their answer in the stars, for that
is as near as you will come to getting any satisfaction.
[Laughter.]

The production of wool and mutton is an industry of very
great importance to the people of my State, and in making this
statement I want to impress upon this House that the industry
is important to our people generally, and not alone to those
who follow it as a regular vocation. There is a community
of interest between the Idaho farmer and the Idaho sheepman
that always has contributed to their mutual prosperity. The
continned production of that clover better known as * alfalfa "
is necessary in the arid portions of our country because of its
wonderful fertilizing properties, and the progressive and suec-
cessful farmer of to-day so rotates his crops that at least one-
third of the total cultivated acreage is at all times planted to
this hardy, soil-enriching plant. Always two, and quite often
three, crops are each season taken from the fields, and were it
not for the continued demand of the sheepmen for winter
feed—for the Idaho sheepmen consume at least 50 per cent of
the alfalfa produced—this wonderful yield would soon result
in a congested and unprofitable market.

The high mountain ranges surrounding these alfalfa farms
are peculiarly adapted to the sheep industry. On the diversified
grasseg, weeds, and verdure growing there the best mutton in
the world is produced, as is evidenced by the ever-increasing
demands for the Idaho product in the great live-stock markets
on the Missouri River, as well as farther east, and solely be-
cause of the continued demand for our mutton and the top
prices procured for the same, has the sheep industry, which
represents an investment of almost $5,000,000, been able in
recent years to exist and survive.

Since the enactment of the Dingley tariff law to the present
time, the cost of wool production in the West has increased to
such an extent that the present duty of 11 cents per pound has
been completely absorbed, with the result that from the produec-
tion of the wool alone, there is no net profit. The public range
has been continually diminishing during all that time by reason
of the ever-inereasing settlement under the benign and favorable
provisions of our public-land laws., Our mountain ranges have
long since been included within the government forest reserves
and, as a result, the pasture that was once free to the flocks
and herds of the sheepmen, now cost them a fixed and perma-
nent rental, and, to the extent thereof, becomes an additional
charge upon their expense accounts, The average yearly charge
for the privilege of ranging sheep upon these reservations is
7 cents per head for ninety days—an expense that was never
anticipated nor thought of ten years ago. The wages of herd-
ers, the cost of shearing, the price of supplies—all necessary
and legitimate expenses incident to his business—have increased
at least 50 per cent since 1897. In that year the cost of run-
ning a herd of Idaho sheep, consisting of 1,700 head, the average
size of a western flock, was $§1,479 per year; to-day the actual
cost of maintenance for a herd of the same size is $2,844, Thus
it will be seen that the annual expense of carrying on this
business, based upon the herd as a unit, has increased $1,365.
The average fleece of an Idaho sheep weighs 7 pounds, and the
wool, rating as first class, carries with it a protective-tariff duty
of 11 cents per pound under the existing schedule, which
amount to 77 cents per sheep, or a total of $1,209 for a herd of
seventeen hundred.
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As above siated, the increase in expense amounts to $1,365,
g0 that it will be seen that the protection afforded by the
present tariff is more than offset by the advance in the cost of
production.

It may mean free sugar, or what is just the same, the un-
limited admission into this country, duty free, of raw sugar
from the Philippines. Buch an arrangement would no doubt
be aceeptable to the manufacturers of cholocate and bonbons
and the professional “taffy pullers,” who ply their trade on
the boardwalk at Atlantic City every summer. It would no
doubt inerease the profits of both; but the price, I venture to
suggest, would be just the same—5 cents a handful—to the con-
sumer. The beet-sugar factory has done more to develop the
agricultural resources of Idaho than all other manufacturing
industries combined. When the first facteries were built in
southern Idaho, farms were extensive in area, but guite circum-
scribed in price. To-day, with four factories im- successful
operation, the exact reverse is true. The farms are small in
acreage, but the acres have increased many times in value.
Those factories represent an investment of $4,850,000, and the
stock is widely distributed in modest heldings among the people
of the State, including the small farmers who grow beets,
They employ 706 workmen, and the annual pay roll amounts to
more than $425,000. They produced last year 52,423,500 pounds
of refined sugar, valued at $2,359,107.50. From 20,080 acres
of Idaho land planted to beets in 1908 was harvested 221,375
tons of sugar beets, or an average of 11% tons per acre, for
which the farmers received $985487.50, and the railroads
$52,000 for transportation to the factories. The fertil® soil of
Idaho, with an abundance of water for irrigation and 291 days
of saccharine-producing sunshine every year, makes her an
ideal American sugar-beet-producing State.

But we can not compete with the Tropics—the more cheaply
produced sugar of the Philippines. Our sugar farmers are
Americans, not Asiatics. Our field laborers demand and are
paid an average wage of §2 per day, as against the 25 cents per
day received by the Filipino, and the ocean freight to this coun-
iry on sugar is so insignificant, compared to the cost of pro-
duction, that it is no offset to the cheaper labor of that distant
land. Our average raw-sugar production per acre is, with in-
tensive farming and perfect cultivation, 3,000 pounds, as against
an equal number of pounds per acre produced over there with
very indifferent farming and practically no cultivation.

The United States is paying out annually $100,000,000 for
foreign sugar, there being that difference at present between
the home supply and demand. If no unfavorable tariff legisla-
tion is enacted in the next ten years, the arid West will bring
the supply fully up to the demand of our own people, and then
we will not only have the sugar but the £100,000,000 also.

I am but voicing the sentiments of the people of my State in
here protesting against the admission of Philippine sugar into
our home markets duty free. Not that 800,000 pounds of free
raw sugar will seriously interfere with the sngar-beet industry
of the country at the present time, but because we believe that
the precedent thus established is a dangerous one, and is in-
tended and designed as an opening wedge for unlimited and
unrestrained future importations from our dependencies, which
would mean, if fully accomplished, the complete destrnction of
an industry so important and necessary to the development of
the arid West.

The propose “ftariff reform” may mean “free lumber,”
which would be a concession to a cult of so-called “politienl
philosophers,” but would not mean a dollar in the reduction of
prices to the consumer.

The advocates of the reduction of the existing duty on Iumber
have, like kindred spirits contending for a reduction of duty on
lead, used as their stock argument the old bogyman ery of “a
trust.”” And there is just about as much evidence of a con-
trolling trust in the one case as in the other.

There is an apparent disposition among certain gentlemen in
and out of Congress to exhibit an overheated conscience in deal-
ing with the revision of the tariff. They would have the world
believe that their sole mission on earth is to prevent the * trust”
from extorting the last possible farthing from the consumer,
and this they propose to do by obliterating the tariff on Ameri-
can productions generally, but more particularly on raw mate-
rinls. To all such I have to say that most intelligent people
are fast arriving at the conclusion that you are all *four-
flushers; ™ that you have become so hypnotized by “the inter-
ests” that you do not really want to destroy them at all; yon
just want to make people believe you do. And I want to take
advantage of this opportunity to record a prophecy, and that is
when the time is ripe for eliminating the trusts from the body
politic—and I opine it is near at hand—yon will receive a shert
epic in prose from the other end of Pennsylvania avenue that
will point out with brevity and logic a mighty clever and ef-

fective way to go about it, and it will not be via the * tariff-
reform ” route either. And by that time, I suppose, you fellows
who have been so insistent in getting into action in the wrong
way will have discovered another and presumably a more ef-
fective hallucination, which, of course, will not do the job at all.

If I believed in the present existence of a lumber trust, or
that the reduction of the present tariff on lumber would result
in lowering the price of building material to the consumer, I
would not only vote to reduee that tariff, but also to place lum-
ber absolutely on the free list. There may be among retail deal-
ers in the different towns and cities of the country some sort
of a “ gentlemen’'s agreement” that fixes the price to the local
consumer, If that be true, it is the duty of the attorneys-general
of the States in which that condition obtains to investigate and
change it. The laws of almost all the States provide a remedy
and point a way.

But when we consider that the most thorough investigation
by that department of the Government particularly charged with
the duty has failed to discover the existence of any such trust
or combination; that the lumber industry is not confined to any
one locality, but is, instead, widely distributed over 30 different
States of the Union, and that some 30,000 different sawmills
are engaged in the production of lumber; that the standing
timber from which 40,000,000,600 feet of the manufactured arti-
cle was produced last year is in the hands, not of a few, but of
hundreds of thousands of individual holders, it is mighty hard
to convince the fair, unprejudiced mind of the existence of such
a trust.

That there has been a wonderful advance in the price of lum-
ber we must all admit, but is it not also true that there has
been a corresponding advance in almost every other commedity
used by man, and that this advance is not confined to the United
States, but is world-wide in its extent? So eminent an authority
as the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee considers
that the advance in lmmber is not due to the tariff, “because,”
as he says, “it is a good many times the amount of the tariff.”
The strenuous activity of the bankers, who have been flooding
the committee with telegraphic information to the effect that
their loans to sawmills and lumbermen are in jeopardy, would
seem to indicate that the lumber business generally is not in a
very sound or flourishing condition. And I personally know,
from letters received from my own State, that such is the situa-
tion there. If the mills are not making any money now, with a
tarifl of $2 per thousand on their product. what will they do if
you cut that tariff in two and to that extent open their home
market to foreign competition?

Mr. Chairman, when an industry that ranks first in the con-
sumption of farm products, second in the employment of labor,
and third in the volume of tonnage furnished the railroads and
transportation lines, in the midst of surrounding prosperity,
with more money on every hand than the people know what to
do with, in the golden age of agriculture, at peace with all the
world, and with neither pestilence, faniine, nor war in all our
skies can not make both ends meet, it is high time to look out
for breakers. There is something radically wrong. The Ways
and Means Committee, through its chairman, tells us it is duae
to the increased price of stumpage. Whatever the cause may
be, the lumber business can not continue to be run at a loss, and
present conditions will soon result in one of two things: Bither
the owner of timber lands will be compelled to accept a redue-
tion in the price of stumpage or labor, which constitutes a
larger element in the cost of production of lumber than in any
other manufactured article, must accept a decided cut in wages.

The ownership of the timber lands of Idaho, except in rare
instances, is widely distributed among the citizens of that State,
There are some 6,831 individual owners and their average hold-
ings are 180 acres each. Omne million ninety-two thousand nine
hundred and sixty acres of timber have been acquired under
the government “timber and stone act,” and in many cases
represents the entire real estate holdings of the owner and, in
most cases, a lifetime of saving and toil. Is it fair that these
*little properties of the people ghould be brought into enforecad
competition with Canadian stumpage? As well might you, with
equal justice, legislate to reduce §10, $20, or $30 per acre the
value of the Illineis farmer’s corn land or, in similar ratio, the
ground that grows the North Dakota farmer’s wheat.

It is no excuse to say that you are after the big Tellow—not
the little one. Mr. Weyerhaeuser, the lumber millionaire of
Wisconsin, with his bank stock and other vested interests,
ample for his present needs, can, with perfect equanimity, stand
your onslaughts; but Ole Olsen, with a modest timber claim
as his sole relinnce for fast advancing age, can not. [Ap-
plause.] The gentleman from Wisconsin does not need the in-
come from his timber holdings now. They can stand until the
forests of Canada are denuded, when stumpage will again ad-
vance in price. He may have passed to the “great beyond,”
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but his descendants will reap the profits. But Ole Olson, of
Idaho, with an 80 or 160 acre timber claim as the sole de-
pendence of himself and faithful wife, can not. And as be-
tween the interests of Ole Olson and Frederick Weyerhaeuser
it will not take me long to decide. [Great applause.]

During 1908 there was employed in the sawmills of my State
4,771 workmen, and in the surrounding timber probably as
many more. Those who were then employed in and about the
224 mills operating there were paid an average of $2.60 per
day, or a total of $2,616,420.15, and it is fair to presume that
the “lumber jacks™ received an almost equal sum. Nearly
50 per cent of the mill men own their own homes, and taken all
in all they are a thrifty, sober, upright lot of citizens. I know if
the mills receive reasonable protection from the Japanese and
Hindoo produced lumber across the Canadian line, the Ameri-
can mill men, whose wages represent T0 per cent of the gross
output of the mills, will be continued in employment at present
wages. I know that permanent employment at good wages
means continued growth and prosperity for Sandpoint and
Coeur d'Alene and other beautiful little industrial cities, whose
splendid growth and wonderful development has been the pride
of all Idaho; I know that I promised them all during the cam-
paign last fall that if they elected me to Congress there would
be no revision of the tariff, so far as I was concerned, unless
sufficient margin remained to maintain wages at their present
high standard and afford ample and abundant protection for
every article and commodity produced within the State of
Idaho. And whatever the result may be, whether it eliminate
me from further official life or not, I shall make that promise
to my people good in casting my vote on the present tariff bill.
[Applause.]

No, Mr. Chairman, we of the West are essentially producers
of raw material and will be for some time to come. The agri-
cultural development of the West has just begun—that of the
Tast was finished sixty years ago by the grandfathers of the
present generation. Until far more favorable conditions than
now exist shall make the West a manufacturing people too, will
we consent, nor would it be fair to ask us to consent, to the
repeal of a tariff that protects our sole productions from the
competition of the cheaper labor, cheaper transportation, and
more favorable conditions that exist throughout the world.
There was a time, not many years ago, when conditions were
exactly reversed. Then New England and other of our eastern
sister States were producers of raw materials, and we, of the
Rocky Mountain West, produced hardly none. We mined our
gold and trapped our furs, but neither industry was then, nor
has ever been, in need of protection, while on the other hand,
everything we then consumed carried in addition to an exor-
bitant cost of transportation, the additional burden of a tariff,
placed thereon, not in our interest, but at the behest of the east-
ern producers. For your flour, bacon, hardware, woolens.
powder, and guns we uncomplainingly paid a price which, if
demanded farther east, would have caused a revolution.

We believed then, as we believe now, that to foster and pro-
tect each and every interest of this country, whether peculiar
to East, West, North, or South, should be the common interest
of us all; and upon that upright and correct economic principle
we propose to stand.

The spindles and iooms, the factories and mills are of no
more importance to the dwellers on the Atlantic seaboard than
the mined lead, the shorn fleece, the sawed lumber, and the sugar
beet is to the producer of the western mountains and plains,

I, for one, am willing to try the experiment of tariff reform
under certain conditions, but I prefer that it start way down
east, where it originated, and come west by easy stages; and if,
after a few years’ trial back there, it does not result in substi-
tuting adversity for prosperity, we may try it on our wool,
sngar beets, lead, and Iumber with some degree of confidence
and eguanimity. [Laughter and applause.]

On the other hand, if tariff reform is to degenerate into a
game of “I tickle you and you tickle me,” I for one propose,
so far as my vote is concerned, that Idaho shall have her share
of the tickling. [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, under the leave
given, I desire to have printed in the Recorp the resolutions
adopted by the Cattle Raisers’ Association of Texas, and also a
letter by their representative, Judge Cowan.

The documents are as follows:

IMPORTANT RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE CATTLE RATSERS’ ASSOCIATION
OF TEXAS IN THIRTY-THIERD ANNUAL CONVENTION, ASSEMBLED IN FORT
WORTH, TEX., MARCH 18, 1009, URGING THAT THE TARIFF ON IIDES
AND CATTLE BE RFTAINED AND THAT RECIPROCAL TRADES AGREEMENTS
BE ESTABLISHED WITH FOREIGN COUNTRIES WHEREBY OUR SURPLUS
OF CATTLE AND MEAT PRODUCTS WILL FIND A BEADY MARKET IN SUCH
COUNTRIES.

Whereas a special session of Co
tariff laws of tge United States; an

Whereas the cattle raisers are vitally interested in the tariff on hides,
because, as we belleve, the 15 per cent duty on hides is equivalent to

ess Is now called to revise the

an average of &I’Oor more per head as an added value to grown caitle
for the 14,000, hides produced In this country: and

Whereas to remove the duty on hides will bring the cattle raisers
of the United States in direct competition with uth America and
?{e?cﬂ. \dvhere cattle and hides are produced by cheap labor on cheap
and; an

Whereas we recognize that It is an established fact that a tariff sys-
tem will be continued which places a duty and an enhanced price on
all articles which are manufactured and which we consume, including
leather, shoes, and manufactured articles of leather ; and

Whereas it would be an unjust discrimination to single out the stock
ralsers of this eountr{ and place thelr product upon the free list and
in competition with the Er uction of the world, yet compelling them
to pay tariff prices on what they buy; and

hereas so long as the tariff upon leather, shoes, and manufactured
articles of leather Is retained no benefit would accrue to the consuming
ublic by placing hides upon the free llst, but the effect would be to
egislate out of the pockets of the stock raisers and farmers and into
the pockets of the tanners, shoe manufacturers, and manufacturers of
other leather products whatever of benefit is now received from the
tariff on hides; and

Whereas the manufacturers and producers of leather, shoes, and man-
ufactured articles of leather now enjoy the privilege of using imported
hides for the purpose of manufacturing leather and the products of
leather to be exported practically free of any dntg. from which it fol-
lows that no considerable increased output of these articles will be
occasioned by placing our hides upon the free list; and

Whereas there is a constantly Increasing cost in the production of
cattle and the business is carried on with small margin of profit; and

Whercas the prosperity of all the corn-belt and western range States
is dependent upon the live-stock business and the producers of live
stock are entitled to as full measure of benefit as other industries from
tariff laws and to fair and equal treatment; and

Whereas erroneous and misleading statements have been made and
widely circulated by the organizations of tanners and manufacturers of
shoes and leather goods, in which it has been claimed, without any
foundation whatever in fact, that the producers of cattle derive no ben-
efit from the tarlf on hides, which statements are based upon the
assertion that the packers derive all of the benefit of the tariff on
hides; and >

Whereas of the total of 13,000,000 hides of cattle slaughtered the
big packers slaughter only about 5,000,000 and the balance are
slanghtered as extensively as the necessities of population and the
production of cattle throughout the United States require; and in
addition there are produced 1,000,000 fallen hides and 5.500,000 calf
hides, of which the big packers slaughter only about 1,000,000, from
all of which it is apparent that so far as the price of hides Is affected
by the tariff It must necessarily be an element In the value of the
animal by whomsoever it is owned which must be reflected In the price
to whomsoever sold : Now therefore be It

Resolved by the Cattle Raisers’ Asgociation of Teras (embracing in
its membership cattle raisers from Teras, Okiahoma, New Merico, Kan-
sas, Colorado, Arizona, and many other Western States) in annual
convention assembled at Fort Worth con this March 16, 1909:

First. That we d*mand the retention of the duty on hides, express-
ing our willingness to place a reasonable minimum below the present
duty for the purpose of reciprocal trade agreements with foreign coun-
trles, if that system shall be adopted in the law to be enacted; or if
A system shall impose above a reasonable tariff, a maximum duty for
Tetaliatory purposes, then an appropriate maximum above the present
13 per cent duty.

Second. That we demand that the duty shall be made alike applica-
ble on all hides of cattle and calves.

Third. We protest against the placing of hides on the free list as
an unjust discrimination against the stock raisers and farmers as de-
priving them of the direct benefit to the farm and ranch in behalf of
the interested manufacturers of leather, shoes, and leather articles.

Fourth. We hold that the fact that the tariff om hides increases
their cost to the tanners and consequently the price to the pur-
chasers, furnishes no basis or occasion for placing hides upon the free
list, because the very system of laws In which it is proposed to place
hides on the free list establishes a protective tarif system on prac-
tically every article which we purchase and consume, including leather
and leather goods, with the expressed intention and for the express
purpose of thereby increasing the price compared to what such articles
could be purchased for In foreign countries were the duties thus im-
posed removed.

Fifth. We condemn as wholly erroneous and unfounded the repeated
assertion made by tanners and manufacturers of shoes, circulated in
the press and otherwlise, that the tariff on hides is of no benefit to the
stock raisers and the farmers. We concede to the manuofacturers of
leather and shoes the right to decide whether the tariff on their articles
Is a benefit to them, and we demand for the stock raisers nnd farmers
of this country the right to themselves determine whether the tariff
on hides benefits the producer, and we challenge thelr statements as
entirely erroneous and as based upon nothing except an interested bare-
faced assertion.

Sixth. That a copy of these resolutions be forwarded to United
States SBenators and Members of Congress.

Resolved Ly the Cattle Raisers’ Association of Texas, in annual con-
vention assembled at Fort Worth, Tez., March 16, 1909, That we are in
favor of the retention of the present import duty on cattle, with such
reasonable adjustment and maximum and minimum schedules consistent
with whatever tariff law is enacted as shall best subserve the interests
of the cattle growers of the United States.

Whereas the surplus production of cattle and dressed beef can not
find a ready and free market without opening to the products of this
country the market of continental countries of Europe, Germany, and
France; and

Whereas we do not export any cattle on the hoof or dressed beef
to any continental country of Europe aside from Belgium; and

Whereas the great cattle-producing interests of the United States
can only su in the fullest measure to which it Is entitled by open-
ing the markets of foreign countries to our surplus: Be it therefore

%Ecsowed by the Cattle Raisers’ Association of Tezxas, in ennual con-
vention assembled at Fort Worth Ter., March 16, 1909, That we urge
upon Congress the necessity of establishing such system of tariff laws
as shall enable the Government of the United States to make recipro-
cal trade agreements whereby our surplus of cattle and meat products
will find a ready market in such countries: Be it further

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be forwarded by the sec-
retary of t association to the Members of Congress from the cattle-
growing States, requesting their earnmest support of such system of
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tariff laws as shall best enable this country to secure the o
sg:.;l& tlzsreign markets to our cattle and dressed beef and o
products.

ing of
er meat

AvUsTIN, TEX., March 25, 1909,
Hon. JouX H. STEPHEXS,
Washington, D. O,

DeEAr 8in: Judging from statements made by a regresentative of the
ghoe and leather organization at our convention, and before the Ways
and Means Committee, and from circulars sent broadcast by the million,
1 believe that their advocates will contend in the debate on the tariff
bill, as was contended on the meat-inspection-fee hill, which you will
recall, that the cattle ralsers are induced by the kers to advocate
the retention of the duty on hides. This is entirely untrme. No rep-
resentative of the packers ever communicated with any of the officers
or executive committee of elther the Cattle Raisers’ Association of
Texas or the American Live Btock Association upon the subject.

The packers are said to be extensively interested in the manufacture
of leather, and, as you will observe by the statements of the tanners
and shoemakers to the committee, ey complaln that the packers
have gone into the leather business, and I have no doubt that is true
as to sume of them at least. If so, what tha%amy lose, if anything,
Eﬁ’ putting hides on the free list on the one nd they will gain on

e other, to the extent, at least, that they are in the leather business.

I assume that it is not unlikely that the fact that we stood with
the packers in demanding, as most of our Texas delegation demanded,
that the Government the inspection fees for live stock and meat
inspection, that, therefore, we stand in with the Fackers as to hide
duty. Bat in that case they were strongly advocating the same thinﬁ
we were, while in this case they have not taken any stand and dl
not urge the matter before the committee. It would seem to me that,
of course, th would be interested to a considerable extent to the
retention of the duty—certainly if the contention of the leather and
shoe men that they get the benefit has any foundation—unless that
interest is counterbalanced by their inter in the leather business.
Certainly all of the inde{:mdent slaughterers ought to be interested, if
the slaughterer gets the henefit, as they are not the leather business,
yet none of them have appeared.

We sent our briefs to the list of all slanghterers which we got from
the Agricultural Department, with a letter requesting that they take
action in the matter, but I have no information as to whether they did.

It is mot unlikely 1t will be contended that because the packers and
the live-stock raisers through the warious associntions have for three
years or more jolnt? advocated In every way they could the exten-
gion of our foreign trade in dressed beef and live cattle, seeking an
outlet on continent of Europe where we do not sell any of either

beef or cattle, that the cattle ralsers of the country and the
{mckers stand in together. With respect to the opening of the markets
o our products, our interests are precisely identical and our efforts
have been made along the same lines, u that reciprocal trade rela-
tions should be established that woul ve us access to European
markets for these products, as we shall continue to urge.

These matters have been freely discussed in our conventions, and we
have done all we could in that matter, acting in the same direction and
for the same purpose, knowlnF that with Argentine gradually absorbing
our trade in England, the only polnt of export, our foreign trade must
be in the end seriously injured if we can not extend it to the continent
of Europe. We are not fools enough to believe that we can sell them
cattle if they can not dispose of the beef. Neither are we fools enouﬁh
to believe that if by law the price of hides is reduced so that they do
not get as much for them that thg will not take off an al or greater
amount from the price of our cattle which they buy. e are in favor
of the retention of the duty on hides because we know it to be to the
interest of the cattle raisers, and they are all unanimous upon the sub-
Jject, and this regardless of whether the packer may to some extent ben-
efit b{ retention of the duty compared to what he would if it were taken
off. well remember wherein it was cha in a magazine article that
because T advocated for the associations I represent that the Govern-
ment pay the inspection fees that we were doing it for the packers’
benefit. That did not deter me in the slightest, because 1 knew it was
but an argument appealing to. prejudice; so it is with respect to this
matter, I know that the interest of the cattle raisers lies in the fact
of retaining the duty on hides and cattle, whatever the tanners and
shoe ers may think as to what benefit also goes to the packers. And
I furthermore ow that our interests and those of every exporter of
beef, whether big packers or others—and there are many others—Iis
identical, and we would be a set of blatant fools were we not anxious
to secure the very widest distribution of our products, whether in form
of beef or cattle on hoof, in order to give the opportunity at least for a
better market at home,

Should the contention be made that because we act in union with the
packers to secure a wider market for our products that our demand for
the duty on hides is made in their behalf, I trust that it will not deter

any sensible man from a as the delegation did in the meat-

inspection fee bill—to demand the rights of the stockman, regardless of

ztthmgi!gn that the stockmen are p the packers' chestnuts out of
i i .

You have been furnished with a statement showing that of the
14,000,000 hides other than calves annually produced they skin buot
5,000,000 ; and if the{ keep the price high by virtue of the tarif, it is
kept htgh alike for all others, a.ng if every buyer knows that he can sell
the hide for a good price, it stands to reason that the cattle raiser must
benefit from that fact.

Forty-five per cent of the cattle sold on the Chicago
to independent buyers and ahipged to eastern points for slanghter. Of
the total slaughter of near 18,000,000, the big packers slaughter
5,000,000, That th? can largely dominate the market when there is a
full supply nobody doults; but often that condition does not exist, as
is evidenced by the fact that we have had a
the most part for three years, except du panic in the fall of
1907, when prices went down §1 per hundred, partly because hides
declined about $4.

market were sold

price for eattle for

8. H. Cowax,
Attorney for Texas Cattle Raisers’ Association.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. OLmsTEDp, Chairman of the Committee of

the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 1438,
and had eome to no resolution thereon.

SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE FOR THE EVENING SESSION.

The Speaker designated Mr. CoLE as Speaker pro tempore for
the evening session.
RECESS.

The SPEAKER. The hour of 6 o'clock having arrived, the
House, under its previous order, will stand in recess until 8
o'clock p. m.

AFTER THE RECESS.

The recess having expired, at 8 p. m. the House was called io

order by Mr. CoLe, Speaker pro tempore.
THE TARIFF,

Mr, OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 1438, the
tariff bill.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the
‘Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. OrasTED in
the chair, i

The CHATRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. SHARP].

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, I have listened with deep inter-
est to the many able addresses upon this important subject of
the tariff during the past three or four days, and I but follow
the precedent established in not a few of these speeches, but
with no less personal sincerity, I trust, in congratulating the
Committee on Ways and Means for the excellent work and the
conscientions diserimination that it has put upon this important
measure. I believe also that not only the thanks of this body,
but of the entire Nation, is due to these men who met here hour
after hour, day after day, through many weeks last fall and
laboriously worked through this great tangled mass of evidence
which we have at present before us, and I can not let the oppor-
tunity pass without taking occasion to specially comment upon
the labors of the chairman, the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Payxg], and the minority leader, the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. CLARk], on this side of the House, who, not only in their
work on the commitiee, but also in their most exhaustive
speeches on the floor of the House, have done 0 much to explain
in detail the important provisions of this bill.

Though differing from many of the conclusions arrived at by
the chairman of the committee, T must, nevertheless, accord to
him my sincere convictions that he has sought in his work on
the Ways and Means Committee to weed out some of the more
glaring defects of the Dingley Act, both as they affect the rev-
enue feature as well as protective policy. I trust, also, that I
am not one of those who, looking for so-called “ jokers” in the
provisions of a party measure, believe that any deception was
intended to be practiced in framing the provisions of this bill.
I had far rather accept the explanation of the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. Crark], who stated in his speech the other day
that the greatest harm in framing such a bill comes generally
from a lack of knowledge of the kind of business which was to
be affected by the tariff schedules. This can be readily appre-
ciated when it is considered that men who, though of wide and
varied experience in matters of legislation, have nevertheless
of necessity a very limited knowledge of many branches of
manufacture, even the significance of the more or less techni-
cal terms used by the manufacturer being not very well under-
stood. It is for this reason that the utmost care should be used
in having a thorough understanding and anticipate as far as
possible the actual operation of a law that shall attempt to
deal with these subjects.

I think, indeed, the millenium in so far as tariff discussion
i8 concerned is near at hand when we can find so near an agree
ment upon so many of the essential questions involved in this im-
portant subject as we have had presented to us during the past
week. Do I go too far when I say that if we could really take
our positions upon the one side or the other according to our
own honest belief, there would be formed among the seats of
Members a veritable checkerboard, so mixed up and alternating
would be the gentlemen on either side of the House—to such
an extent, indeed, that one would imagine that it had almost
ceased to be a party question.

The recent convention of the advocates of the National Tariff
Commission at Indianapolis, which I had the pleasure to attend,
well illustrated how leading men of both parties can divest
themselves of partisan prejudice in discussing the tariff ques-
tion when not bampered in expressing their convictions by hav-
ing to conform to some obsolete or overstrained planks of a po-
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litical platform. Composed of many prominent business men
and manufacturers of all political parties, it would have been
a very difficult matter in listening to these discussions to have
selected a Democrat from a Republican, men holding high po-
sitions in the public service expressing views that, had they
been announced from the platform of a political convention,
would have been denounced as a form of heresy. It is worthy
of remark, however, that in all these able discussions, partici-
pated in by men some of whom now occupy seats in this House,
as well as the Senate, there was but one common note sounded,
and that was for tariff reform and more equitable methods of
distributing the heavy burden of tariff taxation. It has, in-
deed, been a great misfortune, it seems to me, during the past
two decades or more that the tariff issue has been made a po-
litical one at all, because if rests purely upon business relations
and should have nothing whatever to do with polities.

I congratulate many of the Members of the other side of the
House, also, in their coming to see the light of truth even at
this late day; and it does honor to themselves and their con-
stituents that no longer the slogan of the party, * Stand pat,”
will control their convictions or their votes. I believe that had
it not been made a party question we would have been free
long ago from many of the abuses that have crept in from be-
hind this high-tariff wall of protection.

Before I undertake to more fully discuss the issues involved
in this question of tariff I want to pay tribute and sound my
note of praise to that great soldier, the hero of Gettysburg's
bloody field, Gen. Winfield Scott Hancock, when, as a candidate
for the Presidency of the United States, now nearly thirty
years ago, he said that the tariff was a local issue. [Applause.]

Why, Mr. Chairman, he was not only figuratively but actually
laughed out of court by the opposition in those days. You
know at that time the party in power had the happy faculty of
making fun of some of the most serious charges that were made
against them, and from the time that the tariff was declared to
be a local issue by General Hancock and ridiculed by Garfield’s
followers—and, by the way, before President Garfield died he
had declared himself in favor of that tariff system that would
eventually lead to free trade—from that time down to the pres-
ent the people of this country from time to time have been re-
freshed and regaled by some of these party cries, such as “ Let
well enough alone,” * Stand pat,” *The foreigner pays the
duty,” and “ The tariff should be revised only by its friends.”
Well, indeed, it would have been a huge and monumental joke
if the friends of the tariff had come before this committee and
sought to reform it along the lines which they would lay down.
We would have had a tariff reform with a vengeance if all
these interests, actuated by varying degrees of selfishness, the
pronounced friends of the protective tariff, had been given un-
limited opportunity to write out the schedules of this tariff
bill. It has been owing to the more selfish desires of the
“ friends of the tariff”” to revise it, and too often their success
in doing so, that has led to much of the abuse in collecting and
distributing huge sums of money for corrupting the ballot in
past campaigns. This has had the double effect of not only
bribing the voter, but of putting the successful candidates un-
der obligations to those interests which contributed the money.
No independent and conscientious work on behalf of the people
can come from officials thus compromised. It has been a com-
mon charge, too often proved, that in national as well as state
elections majorities have been secured by the use of huge cor-
ruption funds furnished by the beneficiaries of high tariff pro-
tection. So we have many reasons, gentlemen of the minority,
to congratulate ourselves that we have, for the first time in the
history of American tariff legislation—at least for thirty years—
a divided House not based on party lines,

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER], Republican
though he is, so well expressed my own views that I not only
wish to congratulate him upon his splendid argument but to
take the liberty to quote somewhat copiously from his speech,
for I feel that when I get through you will all agree with me,
gentlemen of the minority, that it is in many respects pretty
near the lines of good, sound democracy. The difference be-
tween us is more as to degree of protection needed than to the
principle involved. Among other things the gentleman said in
his speech of yesterday : )

There ought to be no unnecessary duties.
not be unnecessarily high. ° When the Dingley law was enacted, the
people of the United States felt little or no concern about monopoly or
the suppression of competition on the part of great Industrial com-
binations, The chief concern of the makers of that law was to fix pro-
tective duties high enough to take care of American industries under all
conditions, with the wview that in shutting out foreigm competition
healthy competition would be created at home. Since that time the

roblem of industrial combination has become a serious one in our af-
airs, and it is now as necessary to protect the ple of this country

agninst the imposition of trusts and monopolies at home as it is to pro-
tect legitimate industries from disastrous competition from abroad.

Protective dutles should

It is often cha that protective tariff creates trusts. Trusts are
combinations growing out of the passion of avarice, and they are cre-
ated to stifle competition and increase profits. TUnder this definition
they are all bad and violate a wise public pollcy. When a trust be-
comes good, it is no longer a trust. All combinations are not trusts.

Now, here is the significant part of what he said:

Trusts exist in free-trade countries as well as in countries that main-
tain protective tariff. The chief difference is that in the free-trade coun-
try there is no tariff behind which a combination can find shelter in in-
creasing prices unjustly and imposing upon the people, while in a pro-
tection country, if the tariff is higher than is necessary to cover the
difference in cost of production, combinations may degenerate into trusts
and raise the Priees clear to the top of the protection law with entire
safety. This illustrates the importance of keeping the dutlies down to
a reasonable protective basis.

Further referring to our wonderful efliciency and power of in-
vention, the gentleman says:

In addition to supplylng our own markets with the products of the
factory and the farm, we should seek markets abroad along the lines
where our Industries are capable of the greatest expansion. The
natural resources of the United States in many lines are not excelled
bg any country in the world, and where machinery Is a large factor In
the production we are able to overcome the high price oge labor and
produce as cheaply as any forelgn country. * * The consuming
capacity of the United States is such as to justify—more than that, to
require—the emploiment of thgegreatest amount of machinery ible.
No other count n the eivili world has anything like as large an
exclusive market as the American producer has. Production here is
carried on upon such an enormous scale with the use of powerful
machinery that the high rate of wages is more than compensated for
in the increased productive capacl% that labor is given. At the town
of Gary, in the State of Indiana, the United States Steel Corporation
has recently completed a rolling mill that is capable of turning out
40,000 tons of rails or structural steel a mont The operation of
that mill requires only four men.

It will be noted that Gary is the new town created by the
United States Steel Corporation; and it is worthy of notice, ac-
cording to the statement of Mr. CRUMPACKER, how little is left
for the employment of labor when, as he states, the operation
of such a huge mill requires only four men.

Quoting further, he says:

Divided into shifts of eight hours each, it requires only 12 men to
keep it running continuously. It Is being operated day and night,
week in and week out, month in and month out, upon the same type
of steel, and there Is a ready market in this country for every pound
of steel produced at a good price. There is no such rolling mill in any
other country of the civilized world. The immediate labor cost of
rolling steel at the Gary mill does not exceed 20 cents a ton.

For which, by the way, I may observe that they are getting
in the market for the product about $1.50 for each cent thus ex-
pended in that particular labor cost, according to this state-
ment :

No foreign country can establish and operate such a mill as that, be-
cause it does not have the market, A 5,000-ton order of steel ralls or
structural steel is a large order for an English rolling mill, and the
change of model in rails and structural steel and the change of ma-
chinery from one order to another brings about loss of time at a serious
cost; and while the wages paid laborers at the Gary mill are full
twice as high as they are in any other country, the labor cost of roli-
ing in that mill is cheaper than in any mill in the world.

What the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CrumPAcker] has
said of the efficiency of modern machinery and what he has told
us of the extent of our home markets applies to almost every
other line of manufacture in the United States. The necessity
that formerly existed in this country to protect the manufac-
turers has largely disappeared, and a continuation of that
policy as emphasized in the Payne bill is unjust, unfair, and
burdensome to our people.

As an answer to the demand for tariff reform, we are told
that our country has wonderfully prospered under the benign
influence of high protection and that it has brought good wages
fo our workmen. That our ¢ountry has made great adviances
within the past forty years I admit, but the same is true of free-
trade England. With an exftent of territory much larger than
all of Europe, outside of Russia, with a variety and fertility of
soil unequaled, with mines that hold almost every known min-
eral in abundance, and vast primeval forests of great value,
our country has only awaited the toil of its people—the most
progressive on earth—to take the lead in all fields of material
development.

Our great rivers of the interior afford the means of the
lowest cost of transportation to our agricultural and mineral
products to the ocean points withont breaking bulk, while the
Great Lakes furnish a highway for the shipping tonnage greater
than in any other territory of like extent in the world. 1t has
been the boast of one great steel mill within my knowledge
that it could produce steel rails from the iron ore taken the
week before out of the mines a thousand miles distant. In like
manner are transported at a minimum cost much of our grain,
cotton, lumber, and coal.

If the panic of 1893 has been charged to the effects of the
Wilson bill—though that law did not become operative for more
than a year later—with far more truth can it be said that the
high-tariff Dingley law could not prevent a panic. To my

| mind it bas always been a great misfortune to the country that
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4n 1893 the usual cycle or period of time had again rolled around
when conditions the world over were ripe for another serious
business depression, as they have ailso been during the past
eighteen months. Quick to take party advantage over such a
misfortune falling under a Democratic administration, that
party in the eyes of thousands of voters stood discredited in
each succeeding campaign,

The beneficiaries under the high protective policy adroitly
used the so-called Cleveland panic of 1893 as a terrible object
lesson against Democratic success and tariff revision. And yet
the present panic unfortunately lacks nothing of the distress-
ing features of those times; the bread lines are as long in our
cities; there are as many men out of employment; there is the
same lack of business confidence; the failures throughout the
country have been just as many and just as great, Can it be,
after all, that we have been giving too much eredit for our
blessings to this false and fickle god.of high protection?

‘When the Dingley bill was enacted into a law, it was claimed
that home competition would answer all practical purposes for
keeping prices down, but men were greedy then, as they are
greedy now, and the fact of the matter is that the tariff was
by that law placed so high upon our protected industries that
no sooner were they entrenched behind this wall of protection
from foreign competition than the forerunner of the modern
trusts—gentlemen's agreements—was established. By means
of such combinations the prices of the manufactured articles
were gradually raised to a point just below what foreign goods
of the same manufacture could be sold for in our markets.
These concerns made large profits and declared big dividends.
Coincident with the formation of these combinations, corpora-
tions with enormous capital stock, generally greatly watered,
were formed. These stocks were listed and then, weighted
down with an underlying load of bonds, were enabled, from the
very large profits derived from the business, to pay satisfactory
dividends. In a few years, enormous fortunes were made in
these overprotected industries. Then came to their full devel-
opment the trusts as we now recognize them, with a power and
wealth far beyond the wildest dreams of the business world
but a few years ago.

It is a fact too well known to be disputed that, in many in-
stances, the comparatively great fortunes of only a dozen years
ago have been since increased more than fourfold. I regret that
I have not at hand any accurate information to prove my
assertion, but I believe that I am within the bounds of truth
when I express the belief that twenty years ago the percentage
of those who owned half the entire wealth of the United States
was four times greater than it is at the present time. Such a
condition of affairs can not be healthy, and it is a complaint too
often heard that such a policy has made the rich richer and the

. poor poorer. Why, then, continue for another term of years a
system of taxation based on protective duties so high that these
processes of concentration of wealth and power may continue
to go on? Already the powers of the General Government are
fully taxed by the heavy expenses to curb the powers of these
great trusts. Shall we, then, continue to enrich them by over-
taxing the great mass of consumers?

But it is not alone to our own territory that the power and
scope of some of these trusts are limited, for they have already,
so it would appear, becomes international in character. Shielded
by the high protective tariff in their own country against out-
side competition, some of our manufacturers have been enabled
to join world-wide trusts on the other side of the Atlantic.

1 wish now to quote from the very interesting report of Mr.
Charles M. Pepper, our own representative, the chosen agent of
the Government of the United States, and to call your atten-
tion to his report upon the iron and steel industry in Germany,
which was filed in the Department as late as month before last.
Speaking of the syndication of the German iron and steel com-
panies, Mr. Pepper said:

In the general syndication of iron and steel companies there are
some economic tendencles and counter tendencies the result of which
can not be anticipated. While the syndicate stoutly upholds the sys-
tem as applied to their customers, they did not take the same view as
applied to themselves. This was shown In the unwillingness of the
large glass furnace and rolling mills to be at the mercy of the coal
z{_nndicate when they met the situation by buying coal mines of their

In striving for the international markets, the German iron and steel
manufacturers are quite willing to expand the system of syndieation,
At the present time there are international syndicates in several prod-
ucts, The German coal and coke syndicates have an arrangement
with the Belgian coke syndicate by which French territory is divided
between them, and occasionally the syndicate in one country will sell
to the other coke for delivery In France., Some of the international
syndicates are little more than price conventions, while others relate
to the partition of the territory. The intangible but potent interna-
tional rail syndicate counts In Germany as a leading member. It is

understcod that the rail ?iyndicnte ineclndes the American, British, Ger-
man, French, Belgian, and Spanish mills. Under it Germany has spe-
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clal privileges in the markets of Sweden, Norway, and Denmark. It
also keeps out of the United States markets, while dividing with the
mills of the United States and with Great hritain. France, and Bel-
gium the South American territory.

The tube syndicate keeps it out of American territory in the sale of
gas pipes, while under the rolled-wire syndicate a division of the terri-
tory is obtained. Under the tube syndicate a division of the territory
is also obtained. Under the tube-syndicate arrangement the German
works keep out of the French territory, in compensation for which the
French leave Belginm, Bwitzerland, and Holland to Germany.

While favoring the principle of International syndicates, the German
manufacturer, as a rule, is not willing to join them unless assured
that the German industry obtains its full share of present markets
without prejudice to further development.

You remember, when you were schoolboys, of reading in
Julius Cssar’'s commentaries that “all Gaul is divided into
three parts.,” I think that the modern successors of the ancient
Gaul have gone very much further, because they have not only
divided Gaul into three parts, but they have divided the com-
mercial manufacturing business of the entire globe among
them. [Applause on the Democratic side.] So I ask the ques-
tion, in all candor and seriousness, of the other side of the
House if, after all, some of these restrictive measures that we
are trying to impose and provide for under this Payne tariff
bill are going to meet the ends that are expected of them?

What has been accomplished in the international syndication
of the iron and steel business is more than likely to follow in
controlling the lumber trade, about which we have heard so
many discussions during the past few days. I shall strongly
favor and advocate putting lumber upon the free list, although
I am not very hopeful of the promising effect we may get from
it, because it is already known, as a matter of fact, that many
big timber owners on this side of the line have already acquired
vast holdings of timber on the Canadian side, and they are
going to manifestly increase their holdings there the minute
any free-lumber legislation is passed.

The same will be true in Mexico, to the south, because there
also are immense timber tracts, some of which our own timber
harons have already acquired. If they do that, Mr. Chairman,
and control the situation in those countries as they do here, are
they going to bring about any special competition in the prices
at which we can get lumber? But I am willing to try the ex-
periment, and I radieally differ from some of the gentlemen,
notably the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForoxeY] who, in
his able speech of two hours the other day, extolled the protect-
ive tariff theory. In its praise he went beyond any limits I
have ever before heard, and incidentally in the entire course
of his speech scarcely referred at any time to the consumers—
that vast army of men who are using lumber every day and
attempting to build homes of their own. The same may be said
of the speech of the gentleman from Washington [Mr. CusH-
MAN], who likewise defended the tariff on lumber. He even
went so far as to produce charts or diagrams and commenced a
cross-examination and a joint debate with Members of his own
party upon the relative merits, or shall I say demerits, of the
protective duty on lumber over the protection accorded to the
many and varied agricultural products of Nebraska. It was
the old and familiar case of the “ pot calling the kettle black”
when he took the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Kinxain] to
task for advocating free lumber. It was indeed an inspiring
scene and presented an unusual opportunity for Members to get
at the real unbiased opinion of what one Member of the oppo-
sition thought of the views of another when it came to asking
protection for the products of his own particular locality. Fig-
uratively speaking, in his threat, that if the tariff on lumber
was taken off, its friends might retaliate upon members of his
party who had brought it about by reducing the protection on
their own favored interests, the gentleman from Washington [ Mr.
CusamaN] might well have said : “ If you take our hand out of
the consumer’s right pocket, we will see that you are compelled
to take your hand out of his left pocket.” That is about the
size of it. [Applause.]

Referring again to the merits of the “tariff on lumber, al-
though the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForbpxNgey], himself
a large timber owner, stated, if I remember correctly, that
there were about 26,000 saw and planing mills in the country,
and that many of them might be seriously injured in their busi-
ness or their profits greatly lessened if free trade on lumber
was brought about, but he had little or nothing to say about
the benefits that wounld accrue to ten times that number of men
who desired to build homes every year in this broad country,
and who have a just complaint if we should seek to place a
tribute upon them for the exclusive and sole benefit of this
comparatively small number of manufacturers in the lumber
business. [Applause.] While he was frank enough to admit
that if he could have the exclusive rights to a given business
he would get as high a price as he could for all he sold, he
was not successful in proving that, however natural this spirit
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might be, it was right; and we are not representing our con-
stituents in our different districts if we do not look after the
smaller fellow, that his demands may be heard in shaping the
provisions of this bili.

Mr. DIES. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a ques-
tion?

Mr, SHARP., Certainly.

Mr. DIES. If I understand the gentleman, he is in favor of
placing lumber on the free list—

Mr. SHARP. I would do so.

Mr. DIES (continuing). For the purpose of building homes.
If I understand the situation, it requires some window glass
and some iron to fix the hinges, and would require some clothes
for the backs of those who occupy these homes. Is the gentle-
man in favor of placing all these things on the free list?

Mr. SHARP. I am.

Mr. DIES. The whole business?

Mr. SHARP. I am in favor of the whole business. [Ap-
plause,] Perhaps there is no product concerning the tariff

‘duties on which there has been a more earnest contention on
the floor of this House than that of lumber. I may add with
equal truth that no other schedule on the entire list covered by
the Payne bill has so greatly interested the mass of the people.
While admitting that it is a question upon which there are
arguments more or less specious on both sides, yet I believe
that if the relief is ever to come, not only for the consumer, but
as an important aid in husbanding our forest reserves, the time
for such a relief is now.

More than once in this discussion from the other side has been
the question of the wisdom of appropriating large sums of
money and enacting laws to reforest our barren lands in order
to conserve our supplies for the future, when at the same time
practically a premium is placed upon the destruction of our re-
maining supply of timber by imposing a protective duty upon it.
The policy of more than one timber and lumber concern in this
country in the past has been to preserve their own holdings as
long as possible and buy from outsiders for their own use. The
mere fact that such companies have in store a timber supply of
their own, thus making them independent, causes them to get
their outside supply at a lower cost. If this is good business
for private concerns, is it not equally wise for our country
when, before our timber supply is exhausted, we may be en-
abled to draw on the great reserves in Canada for our present
needs? Surely the stumpage owners of this country can not
justly complain at the removal of this duty when their holdings
have increased in value on an average of more than 300 per
cent in the past decade. I believe, too, that cheaper lumber
will tend to greatly increase building operations, thus giving
work to thousands of mechanies. It should greatly stimulate
the real-estate business and more than ever make our country
a people of home builders. While, as I have before stated, I
must frankly confess that I am not so optimistic as to believe that
these prices would be so materially lowered as some advocates
of free lumber believe, because the big timber owners on this
gide of the line have already acguired large interests in the
Canadian and Mexican forests, yet the moral effect of free
Jumber, aided by the importations from the smaller and inde-
pendent timbér holders in those countries, will prevent a further
rise in lumber for many years to come.

What may be said in favor of modified duty on lumber may
be repeated, in so far as applicable, in favor of free hides, from
which so many articles of wearing apparel are manufactured.
In this connection, and while discussing free raw materials,
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoon] has correctly
gaid that free raw material is in the nature of an additional
protection to the manufacturer using such material. If, there-
fore, there is no compensatory reduction in the cost of the manu-
factured article to the consumer, the law would give but very
little benefit from extending the free list. I believe this is the
correct view to take, and I believe the duties now placed upon
the articles manufactured from such free raw materials should
be either correspondingly lowered or put upon the free list.
What the overcharged consumer of this country needs most is
low-priced building material, wearing apparel, and food prod-
uets. I am emphatically in favor of any tariff legislation that
shall bring about such results.

For this reason I believe the present bill is defective in try-
ing to provide a revenue from duties levied on tea, coffee, sugar,
fruits, and spices. Fortunately the voice of the people is being
heard in protest against the imposition of this kind of tax, and
it is my prediction that most, if not all, of these articles will be
put on the free list before this measure becomes a law. Some
of these food preducts, like spices, a daily necessity on the table
of every family, have actually been taken from the free list in
the Dingley law and put upon the protected in the Payne bill,

In the item of lemons, though of comparative insignificance, ihe
protective duty has been increased by 25 per cent over that
given by the Dingley Act. The principle involved in this ad-
ditional amount of protection is typical of that often used in
applying the protective theory—that of overtaxing the consumer
that a home industry, by charging exorbitant prices to overcome
natural obstacles, may be allowed to greatly thrive at his ex-
pense. It is known that for years past the California produec-
tion of lemons has been only sufficient to supply about one-third
of the demand—surely not a case of overproduction causing a
losing business. The section of the country where these lemons
are produced lies more than 2,500 miles away from the center
of our population. In other words, a consignment of home-
grown lemons, in order to reach the average consumer, must
first travel this great distance by rail—indeed, in many cases
where they reach the Atlantic seaboard they must be carried
clear across the continent. Who pays the freight? Most cer-
tainly the consumers, Is it just that the people of this country
who consume this fruit and outnumber the lemon growers
as 1,000 to 1 should be so unjustly burdened in order that
this industry shall so prosper? Would it not be far more
just that only such a reasonable duty should be levied upon the
imported fruit as to prevent it being brought into competition
with the California product at the more interior points? Such
a policy would permit the producer and the consumer to live and
let live; it would allow home-grown fruit a fair degree of pro-
tection, at the same time affording reasonable competition in
prices from the imported fruit. Burely, in the protection ac-
corded this industry of lemon growing the American consumer,
to indulge in the vernacular of the day, has been handed the
biggest kind of a lemon of the most promounced yellow hue.
[Laughter and applause.]

Additional protection under the Payne bill to ladies’ and chil-
dren’s gloves, amounting in some cases to an increase of fully
100 per cent, seems to me altogether wrong. It has been admit-
ted on this floor by gentlemen on the other side of the House
that in the way of making men’s gloves we excel the world, and
that to-day we manufacture nearly 90 per cent of all those used
in this country. If this is true, it is diffienlt to see where the
former duty in the Dingley Act, to say the least, was not suffi-
ciently high to encourage and protect our home manufacturers
of women's and children’s gloves.

In advocating a substantial reduction in many of the duties
imposed under the Payne bill—in other words, favoring a revi-
sion downward—I do not go and have never gone to the length
of advocating free trade or, if you please, for the tariff for reve-
nue only. I believe in a reasonable protective tariff in cases
where home industries, until well established, need a protection
against certain inequalities that may exist. = '

Mr. DIES. You say you want reasonable protection for your
industries?

Mr. SHARP. I want protection for every industry until it is
23112 ]to stand on its own feet. [Applause on the Republican

e.

Mr. DIES. I ask the gentleman not to forget the 5,000 boys
who are rolling logs and stacking lumber down in my part of
the country.

Mr. SHARP. I feel very much like the eloquent gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. JAMEs], who said to-day in his speech that
if we were to protect industries until they got to a point where
they could stand on their own feet, still we do not feel like con-
tinuing that protection until they stood upon everybody else’s
feet. [Laughter.] I think the limitation is a wise one, for if
there is anybody in this country so fortunate as not to have had
some of those great protected industries standing upon his
feet, I wish to congratulate him for his freedom. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

Inasmuch as it has been frequently claimed upon this floor
within the past few days that good trusts will never raise the
price beyond what is considered reasonable, I wish to take occa-
sion, by way of illustration, to quote from a limited portion of
the testimony of Mr, Gary before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, to demonstrate how vague and uncertain is this standard
of reasonable price:

Mr. CrArg. I understand you to say, and I know that Mr. Schwab
said—of course I am not mﬂ.f to tghh?y one Inst the other—that the
railroads did not object to paying price of §28 ton?

r. GAry, This is true of him—or it is probably true of him—be-
cause he sells his rails to the rallroad companies whose tracks go by
}11.1:{ nt::%lls and who get large sums of money from him in the way of

r. CLARK. What would the railroads out in that part of the coun-
; A sag; 'Egnt?h“ proposition in Missourl? Do they really want to pay

M{').e GArY. This s what they would say: If 28 per ton is a fair
price, taking everything into account, we will pay it, and if nof we

will do better if we can.
Mr. CrarRg. But they can not.
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Mr. GAny. They can if they can satisfy us that $28 is too much on
them. They can as far as our company Is concern

er;l ﬁmn% It would take a good deal of nrgumanta.tlon to do that,
won no

Mr. Gany. Well, yes; of course. I have expressed my own opinion.

Mr. WEISSE. .Did not Mr. Schwab say the railroads wanted
a price of $287

Mr. SHARP. So you see that the price has been placed at
$28 a ton, and it has been kept there through thick and thin.

There has been much comment in the press of the country of
late to the effect that, by the time the Senate got through with
this bill, its own fether could not recognize it. Let me express
the hope, Mr. Chairman, that this House may so amend the
defects in this bill as to get the credit for so doing before the
country. Let us recognize the fact in time that, though the
Government is very much in need of revenue, due in no small
nieasure to past extravagances, yet there are better ways in
which to provide this revenue than by taxing the necessaries of
life. Since it is no longer denied that the consumer pays the
tax, let us so frame the provisions of this bill that no unjust
proportion of the burden of that tax shall rest upon his ghoul-
ders. [Applause.]

Mr. NYE. Mr. Chairman, I hardly hope to add anything of
value to this prolonged discussion. We are in council here as
representatives of a great people and a great Nation, and while
I believe in the efliciency, power, and potency of political organ-
ization, to my mind it is gratifying that so little partisanship
displays itself in this debate.

1 shall offer my unpretentious counsels at this time for what-
ever they may be worth. I am not going into great detail on
schedules. I am going to offer a few general observations in
criticism of this bill, for now is the time for us to do it, if at all.

‘I share with many other gentlemen who have spoken on the
guestion in my appreciation of the patient labors and the able
services of the great committee which has reported this bill
Every Member of the House is indebted to their long service
and their faithful service—to the entire membership of that
committee both Republican and Democratic. If may be before
we shall conclude this discussion that we shall be led to be-
lieve that this committee has gone further and deeper into the
subject than we who may criticigse it have had an opportunity
to do. Every criticiem that I make I make in perfect good
feeling, by way of suggestion, simply for what it may be worth.

Not only do I appreciate the services of this committee, but
for myself personally I sympathize with them. They have seen
human selfishness in its worst form. They have seen the very
tooth and claw of human selfishness. Men of fortune and
power have pleaded before them for their particular interest
or their particular industry, Sectionalism, locality, special in-
terests, and selfishness in every form have piteously plead be-
fore that committee for months, until it is a wonder to me the
committee does not doubt the virtue of the human family itself.

I am glad to say, and I can say it freely, that I stand here as

an advoeate of no particular interest, and certainly the enemy
of no legitimate industry. I am from the West, I represent a
people who feel disappointed at this bill. They believed, from
the professions made and _the party platform adopted, that the
counftry would have a radieal reduction of tariff duties in the
interest, generally speaking, of the consumer; and they feel
that this bill does not come up fully to their expectation. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]
- I may be verdant, but I believe that even in politics we should
practice such a degree, at least, of honesty as may be com-
patible with this wicked world in which we live, and that we
should act in good faith. .

I said over and over again that I fully and thoroughly be-
lieved in the promises made in the platform of this great party
of liberty, of protection to American industry and American
labor, and I felt that the great standard bearer of that party,
who has come to the office better equipped, perhaps, than any
man in our Nation, meant every word that he said as to a
thorough revision of the tariff. Not a revision that it requires
hairsplitting and close reasoning to discern, but a revision
which the people would recognize at once as one that would be
beneficial to the interests of the entire country. I give the com-
mittee the full benefit of every doubt. I am warranted in pre-
suming that they understand better the general effect of this
bill than I do.

From the disenssion in the case, if I were to find from the
evidence, I should say there is some preponderance of evidence
on the side of the proposition that the bill is an improvement
upon the present law as it now stands; but I want it so that
the layman, so that the common mechanic and the common
workman and the small tradesman and the farmer will feel and
know that this is what the great platform promised, and will
welcome it as a thorough revision in the interests of all the
people of this country. [Applause.]

The subject underlying a discussion of this question is one
which pertains to the general welfare of the American people.
Among the powers granted to Congress are those of laying duties
and imposts, collecting revenue, paying the debts of the country,
providing for the common defense, and the general welfare of
the United States; and I take it that the judiciary branch of
our Government, speaking from the highest tribunal, has ap-
proved and sanctioned import duties that are laid along the lines
of protection to American industries, on the ground that they
are for the general welfare of the American people. I might
take as a text for my remarks the general welfare of the United
States; not section, not selfish personal interest, but a discus-
sion and a determination of the question by men who shall, at
least for the moment, rise above those selfish considerations and
those sectional and special interests which may be back of them,
to the general welfare of all. We have a great country and a
great people, and whatever I may say to-night, I want to leave
the impression of optimism and the impression of faith in this
splendid Republic of ours—the grandest under God’s blue sky.
With a vast population of eighty-five or ninety millions of people,-
energetie, enterprising, inventive, progressive; with a vast and
mighty industrial and business machinery, complicated and deli-
cate, such that you can not injure it in one part without com-
municating the injury to all parts; with a vast and mighty
wealth ; with the most efficient labor in the world, we deal with
a great and mighty question.

If we multiply idleness, we multiply want and misery and
wretchedness, but if we touch with friendly and wise hand
the springs' of American industry, multiply production and
keep the American hand and the American brain at work, we
will have solved the problem, it seems to me, for the hour, and
solved it well.

Mr. Chairman, T am a protectionist, born in the Republican
party, of abolition stock; I have been reared in the school of
protection, and I want in connection with whatever observa-
tions I may make on this bill, to refer to some of the argu-
ments, old indeed, in order that we may consider how far the
conditions of to-day make them effective and vital now. We
have always believed, and I guess almost everybody is coming
to believe, that so far as an industry is an infant industry,
it is wise statesmanship to protect it. For my part I am glad
that a great statesman and patriot like Henry Clay has lived
and left the impress of his great mind upon tke industries of
this country. [Applause.] It was urged in the days of
academic discussion upon this great question by those who
favored free trade, that we should allow perfect freedom of
exchange of commodities between the nations of the earth in
the interests of the consumer, and that we lost nothing by
purchasing abroad, and that the duty levied would naturally
be an added burden to the consumer.

Friends of protection answered that perhaps a burden would
result temporarily, but that it was their belief that when the
industry was started natural competition would spring up and
in a short time the price would fall below even that which
obtained before the tariff duties were Iaid; and time and again
in the history of this country has this prophecy and this theory
been verified. To-day, while I do not claim everything for the
protective theory, and while I do not claim everything for any
political parfy, I believe that the stupendous wealth, the vast
and diversified industries of our country, its prosperous condi-
tion on the whole, and its general advancement, have been
largely due to a wise policy of protection to American industries
and American labor. [Applause on the Republican side.] It
was the thought, however, that the creation and establishment
of the industries would by the processes of competition result in
general benefit to the American people, and to-day I say that
none of us can afford to be blind to the fact that by reason of
the evolution in commerce and trade and business in this conn-
try, the vast and mighty combinations and trusts, competition
has been suspended and almost wholly throttled, so that we are
dealing with an entirely different condition and with new fac-
tors in the great industrial problem. It matters not whether
you call them combinations or trusts. I am not making any
violent tirade against trusts and combinations.

I believe it to be a natural evolution; I believe that if com-
binations and trusts were just and wise and humane, and if they
shall be properly controlled and regulated by wise legislation,
they may prove, and I believe will nltimately, beneficial to the
great American people. If you could combine all the wealth
and all the industries of the world, perhaps, under one head,
and that head should be wise and just and humane and kindly
to all men, I doubt not it would be a boon to the human family.
Millions of the hungry would find bread; millions who were
cold would find shelter. The evils are not in the combinations
which result from the evolution of our day. Their general
tendency to multiply the power of production, eliminate waste,
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and narrow the margin of profits are beneficial. The evil is
the same old evil, the enemy that has stood since the morning
of creation in the pathway of human progress—selfishness,
greed, and absolute recklessness as to the rights and the welfare
of our fellow-men. This is the reason, and for this reason
during our stage of advancement, and on our plane of civiliza-
tion, it is of all things most essential that legislation control
and regulate these vast combinations and trusts.

Some tell us there is no combination in this industry and
that industry and the other. The distinguished gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. ForpxeEY], whose able and instructive address
furnished enlightenment to all of us—I know it did to me—
grew quite excited for a moment, and the House seemed to be
in danger of quite a conflict for a time.

Hot blood leaped to the cheeks of men for a moment, for in
the progress of debate some one dared to intimate that possibly
somewhere in the great lumber industry there might be an or-
ganized interest, a combination of some kind or a trust, and the
gentleman from Michigan resented it very much. Well, there
is a good deal of unconscious humor going on in the world any-
how. If it was not true, why get mad about it. If it was true,
he would have played the game a little better not to have gotten
mad about it. [Applause.] For in spite of all, the denial,
as to a combination if you notice, was not so much of a de-
nial as it was a challenge to prove that a trust did exist.
[Applause.]

Ah, there the gentleman has us. We can not accept the chal-
lenge. I can not. It has baffled the Government itself to
prove the gentlemen’s agreement or comblne or trast or what-
ever you please to call it. The little farmer out West building
a granary or a barn or a house can not explain what the
trouble is; he can not demonstrate that there is a combination.
The humble mechanic in my city and in your city and in all the
cities seeking to build a shelter above his wife and children
can not explain how he is met by exorbitant prices, but he
somehow feels that between the lofty pine tree that God
planted centuries ago in the forests and the little batch of lum-
ber brought to his door, there is something that has burdened
him sorely, and he does not care whether you call it a combina-
tion or a trust or what you ecall it. He feels that he is op-
pressed and wronged.

We feel sometimes in my city that between the coal that
sleeps in the mines in Pennsylvania and the coal delivered to
our bins that there is something; we do not know what it is;
we can not explain it. The cost at the mines is almost in-
signifieant, but when it is brought to that man’s door and to my
own door in my city it is $8.75 or $9 a ton. We do not care
whether you call it a combine or a trust; we do not care whether
it is the retailer or the miner or who it is; we feel there is some-
thing wrong somewhere and we will not split hairs with any-
body. If we had honesty in business, if we bad good measure-
ment and good weights and a sound dealing between man and
man we would not have to rack our brains very much over this
proposition of tariff. The great sugar trust, handling a com-
modity whose profits have reached colossal proportions, wasnot
content with these profits, but entered the domain of crime, and
now stands convicted of stealing outright from the Government
of the United States in weights. I tell you, gentlemen, as a
Republican, this great question of combines and trusts and dis-
honesty in business of to-day makes the mere matter of a little
change, whether it protects or not, but dust in the balance com-
pared with the question of sound and honest business principles,
[Applause.] So I say that while the theory of protection to in-
fant industries was correct, while it was in a sense creative,
while it was the impoverishment of no other nation, but added
to the sum total of the Nation's wealth, and while it has tended
to produce our diversified industries and make us a country
that is the wonder of the world in a half century’s growth and
development, still we must face the proposition that with the
commercial and business conditions such as they are to-day it
is not so much a gquestion of a high tariff as it is a question of
dealing with these other conditions,

I believe in protection. I shall stand for it, probably support
this bill, but I believe we can make some changes in it which
will be beneficial and which will make the bill as it ought to be,
g0 that you and I and all of us can go home to our people and
say, “ We promised you bread; we have not given you a stone.”
The general welfare means everybody, and the general welfare
means perhaps in the industrial world, first of all and the most
important of all, the workingmen. Protection was advocated
for the workingmen, I believe it was right, and I believe it is
right to-day. I do not want to indulge in any cheap talk about
labor. I believe that there is an idea at the bottom of this
Government. It sprang from an idea. We have generally said
that that idea is freedom. Perhaps that is correct, but if I

were to attempt to be more specific I would say that it was !

founded upon the idea of the infinite possibilities of the indi-
vidual man in America, high and low, rich and poor. Thank
God the idea of this Government and of our fathers was that
here in this country men could start at the very bottom round
of the ladder and climb to the top—the development of the
individual man—and I believe it. I believe this is the idea
at the bottom of the American Nation. This is the general
welfare of the American public. The same infinite power and
infinite mind that clothes the grass of the field, that paints the
lily and the rose, that lifts from the slimy ooze of the pond
the immaculate lily that spreads its white hands to heaven, the
same infinite God beckons man from the eabin, from the cottage,
the wilderness, the shadows of oppression and bondage, up into
the glorious liberty of the sons of man. [Applause.]

A nation of but one employment, of but one industry, is al-
ways a poor nation, always the slave of other nations; no
matter what employment, if it be the most noble, perhaps agri-
culture, at the same time the mere producer of raw material for
the improvement and manufaeture of other nations, that nation
will always be a slave. Not only that, but there will be a dead
level of intelligence. The diversified employments of men, the
mills and the factories where the inventive genius of men is
quickened and thought is aroused and there is intellectual life
and enterprise, that is the nation that will tower above the
nation which produces raw material and lives to support other
nations.

And while, as I say, I believe in this great policy of states-
manship in the past, and believe it a great factor in our im-
mense growth and development, I still feel we must deal with
present conditions and not unduly exaggerate the importance of
merely protective duties. And even here again the workingman
says, “Do I get this protection? Do I get the full benefit of
this theory?” Sometimes truth is better felt than understood.
It is not always the wise and prudent who discern the truth.
Sometimes this marvelous thing we call “ truth ” is revealed unto
babes, and it is not the arrogant and the learned, but it is the
humblest, poorest, and it may be the most unlettered eitizen of
the land, who best understands it.

And these men tell us that because of commercial and busi-
ness conditions there is not g0 much virtue in mere protection
as there was twenty-five or fifty years ago. I am calling to
the attention of you gentlemen the fact that you have got to
go face to face to your people in your districts and in your
regions and convince them that this law is a sobstantial im-
provement on the present law. [Applause on the Democratic

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoNeworTH] frankly and
ingenuously admitted in his speech tha% he understood the
declarations in our platform to mean a reduction downward
and not upward, and so did all of us understand it. [Applause
on the Democratic side.] So President Taft believed, and so he
believes to-day. Are we getting it? Let us have a law that
a wayfaring man, though a fool, may not err therein and may
know that the promise was not a hollow pretense, but it was
because we meant it.

As I said, I am not representing any particular industry.
I come from a city that I think is a great city, the child of
half a ecentury, with abont 300,000 population. Its iwo great
arms of industry have been flour and lnmber. If I were speak-
ing to-day as some Members speak in this House, I would be
contending here for a high tariff on lumber. But I believe the
great masses of people in the countiry, and even in my own
district, believe that where the profit of an industry has reached
enormous proportions, such as lumber, it is a hollow mockery
t(I) talk] about further protection to that commodity. [Ap-
plause.

The bill is disappointing to these people. We may as well
face it now as any time. We can remedy it. A few changes
may place it where all men will admit that it is an improvement
along the line of what the people want in this country. I know
sometimes there is a weakness, and I may be aceused of it—of
pandering to what is called “ popular clamor.” I do not want
to do this. But when a sentiment has grown in a series of
years in a great counfry like this, reason teaches us that
there is something at the bottom of it that is sustained by
reason and common sense. This sentiment, expressed through-
out the entire year of 1908, on the hustings and at every
political meeting that I know anything about, sprang from
that honest feeling of the American people which no
sophistry, no finespun argument can do away with. Let us
go at it and make the improvements that we ought to make in
the bill. I notice the title of the bill is “A bill to provide reve-
nue,” Notice the order. “To provide revenue, equalize dnties,
and enecourage the industries of the United States, and for
other purposes.” is right—to suit and to fit the

t theory
conditions of the day, Itis that order: Revenue first.
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Mr, DIES. I would like to ask the gentleman a guestion, if
he has no objection.

Mr. NYE. Very well

Mr, DIES. I understand the gentleman wants to place lum-
ber upon the free list?

Mr. NYE. It is my belief——

Mr. DIES. The question is this: Does the gentleman think
that a roller or lumber stacker at the mill, with everything from
the hat on his head to the shoes on his feet protected by a
high-protective tariff, should find his own lumber on the free
list, or does the gentleman propose to put it on the free
list? =

Mr. NYE. I had not made any announcement particularly.
Of course, the gentleman rightly infers the tendency of my
statement.

Mr. DIES. I will await the gentleman’s announcement.

Mr. NYE. My own judgment is that where the profits of an
industry to the manufacturer are so enormous, if he can net
afford out of the vast products of that labor to pay and pay
generously every man and every hand that contributes to if, he
must be a mean man. [Applause.]

Mr. DIES. Then, if I understand the gentleman, he wonld
place the products of steel and iron, glass, sngar, lumber, and
all the leading articles of this country on the free list, because
they ought to be able to pay their employees? Is that the posi-
tion of the gentleman?

Mr. NYE. Not exactly that; nor have I said so. My posi-
tion generally is that where an industry has grown so powerful
and its profits so enormouns, it is idle to talk about protection
for the benefit of the laboring man or for the general welfare.
In this connection permit me, just by way of illustration and
answer, giving my peint on this proposition, to read two short
paragraphs from the testimony of Mr. Carnegie in regard to the
steel and iron induostry, He said:

Just as the Republic has won supremacy in steel and ecan fn-dn?’,
even during this temporary world-wide depression, send it profitably
fo ewvery free market in the world in swvecessful competition with all
other manufacturers, so is she to win this prood poesition In one fieid
of Industry after another, her enormous standardized homeé market
belng one of the chief elements of her ron&t;rlng power. Many for-
elgn lnxuries will still Le imperted, but e should yleld revenue
paid by the rich consumer,

This is from his magazine article:

The writer is confident that this proph will soon be fulfilled, for
nothing can keep the Republic from s ily dwarfing all other na-
tions industrially, if she only frowns upon great navies and incrcased
armies and continues to tread the paths of peace, following the truly
American polley of the fathers.

I am glad he puts in that last, so far as I am concerned. I
rather enjoy it.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield to a
question? '*‘°

Mr. NYE. Yes

Alr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. You have stated that the two
chief industries of your city are flour and lamber.

AMr. NYE. Yes; though lumber is not so much as it was.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. -And you have indicated that
you would favor free lumber. Now, I would like to ask you
if you would favor free flour and free wheat?

My, NYE. No; I do not favor free wheat. [Laughter.]

Mr. DIES. How do you expect our fellows who stick for lum-
ber to eat your wheat if you put lumber on the free list and do
not put flour there?

Mr. NYHE. Well, T am not aware that the flour industry is
so profitable as fhe lumber industry, and a different rule en-
tirely applies, beeause in the lumber industry you have a limited
product, not an annual erop. In the flour industry it is to the
interest of the American people to grind as much wheat, whether
it be grown in this country, Canada, or any other couniry, and
ghip it in the shape of flour rather than wheat.

Mr. DIES. Our laborers in the mills have not a limited ap-
petite, though they may have a limited pocket.

Mr. NYE. O, I am not sure that laborers would not be bet-
ter off if they did have a more limited appetite.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. NYE, Yes.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. I understand you come from the town
of Minneapolis, a town of 300,000.

Mr. NYE. I am sorry to hear you call it a town. [Laughter
and applause.]

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Naturally a city of 300,000 represents
a great deal of wealth. If I understand it, the business of
that city has grown up through the lJumber and the flour in-
dustries,

Mr. NYE. Very largely; I do not mean to say wholly.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Will the gentleman kindly explain
swhich industry that city made its money out of?

Mr. NYH. It would only be a guess; much wealth has been
made, no doubt, from both. I am glad of it. I like to see every
industry prosper, and I would not do an injury to any industry.
I have not stated in terms that I am for absolutely free lumber.
I have said that I failed fo see how men on this floor, having
shown an industry with such great profits, with prices trebling
and quadrupling almest in a decade, should clamor for this
great protection. [Loud applause.]

Mr., EDWARDS of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NYE. Certainly.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. The gentleman does not mean
to make the statement that the prices of lumber have trebled
and gquadrupled in the last decade?

Mr. LANGLEY. If he does, I wish he would state the basis
of the assertion. Will the gentleman put the authority upon
which he bases that statement in the REcorp?

Mr. NYE. Well, T can come pretty near to giving the best
evidence of it. A little over ten years ago, repairing my house
in Minneapolig, I paid $9 a thousand feet for lumber that was
better than the lumber I paid $27 a thousand feet for two years
ago this spring. [Leoud applause.]

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. Now, Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will pardon me, I will state to him that the great
flonring mills of his city have established branch mills down at
Louisville, Ky., and that the people of my district who produce
lnmber and coal and buy their flour believe that his people are
maintaining the greatest frust in this country, and that is the
flour trust. I will say to him further that if he will send down
into my country, I will give him a bond that he ean buy ordi-
nary lumber at less than 50 per cent advance on what it cost us
fifteen years ago on cars at the mill. [Applause.] I put that
statewent against the gentleman's statement that lumber has
trebled and quadrupled in a decade.

Mr. NYE. I am not familiar with the very recent prices of
Iumber, but I do know that I stated the facts in my own experi-
ence. Whether it was a local condition or not, I do not know.
I do not think it was altogether. I think that if you go back
to November, 1907, and take the ten years preceding, my state-
ment will be fully verified by the history of the country.

AMzr. SMITH of Michigan. Did not you purchase that lumber
at $9 a thousand under a Democratic administration?

Mr, WEISSE. Twelve years ago you could buy the finest
quartered oak at $30 to $45 a thousand, select. To-day you can
not buy it for less than $150 a thousand—the same lumber,
White, soft pine sold twelve years ago at §18 per thousand, for
tanks, and you can not buy it to-day for less than §72 a
t\‘.)ziiﬂusand, and I have bought them both myself and paid the

s,

Mr. LANGLEY. And I would like to see it higher than that.
I believe in high prices, including the wages of labor.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Would the gentleman like to make a
contract for the purchase of lumber at those prices?

Mr. NYE. No; I am not making any contracts.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. If the gentleman would like to make
a contract at those prices, he can be accommodated.

Mr. WEISSE. You are not buying California lumber, but
Wisconsin white pine and Wisconsin oak, that you ean not raise
in California.

Mr. HUGHES of West Virginia. You can buy, in TWest Vir-
ginia, for less than half that price, a good deal better ouk than
they ever had in Wisconsin. The figures which the gentleman
gives have no foundation in the price lists.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Minnesota is entitled
to the floor. [Laughter.]

Mr. NYE. I had begun to doubt the statement of the chair-
man, but I guess it is true. I am glad to have a little object
lesson of sectionalism here.

Mr. WEISSE. It appears that the gentleman from West
Virginia questions my statement. I can prove it to him and
present the bills, if necessary.

Mr, HUGHES of West Virginia. I do not see why the gen-
tleman desired to buy the lumber in Wisconsin when he could
buy it for half the prices that he mentions in West Virginia.
I know the gentleman can buy just as good white oak as they
have any place for less than half the price mentioned, and he
:ri]i_ll have to show me the statements before I will believe

em.

Mr. WEISSE. I will produce them for the gentleman’s bene-
fit, if necessary. :

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Nyg]
has the floor.

Mr. DIES. Before the gentleman leaves the lumber ques-
tion——

A M]r. NYE, I left the lnmber guestion some time ago. [Laugh-
er.
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Mr. DIES. I wanted to ask the gentleman if it is not a fact
that you cut down your trees in Minnesota and saw them into
lumber and sold them to us in a high-tariff market, and if what
you want now is a free market in which to buy your lum-
ber?

Mr. NYE. The men for whom I am speaking do not want
that by any means. We have been cutting our forests; and
since you have spoken of that I want to say that this argument
about the necessity of high protection of lumber in order not to
use the poorer lumber here in this country seems to me to be
far from verified by the facts. I have observed for years the
logs in the booms, and my observation has been that they have
been cut pretty close. I do not believe they have left anything in
the woods but the limbs for years. Yet the argument seems to be
that if we do not have protection the lumberman is obliged to
cut his poor lumber. That is, as I understand it. He Is doing
it now and has been for years.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Before the gentleman concludes
his remarks, will he point out specifically just what changes he
would like to have made in the bill, and why?

Mr. NYE. I prefer not to. The gentleman does not want to
listen to me all night. [Laughter.]

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. No. I have enjoyed the gentle-
man’s speech very much, but I should like something more spe-
cific. When the gentleman says he would like to have changes
made, I should like to know what the changes are that he
wants,

Mr. LANGLEY. Do you want high prices or low prices?

Mr. NYE. The changes, generally, that I would make are in
the interest of the American consumer and a revision downward
every time,

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Now, will the gentleman point out
the changes and how the result he desires is to be accomplished ?
I am asking this in all good faith.

Mr. NYE. I am aware of that.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I have heard a great deal about re-
viging downward and taking care of the consumer and all that.
Now, let us see how it can be done.

Mr. NYE. I stated at the outset that I was not going into
details as to schedules.

Mr. BURNETT. Supppose you strike out all after the enact-
ing clause?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. And go back to the Dingley bill.

Mr. LANGLEY. Would not that bill be better than this one?

Mr. NYE. That is a close question. I am going to give this
bill the benefit of the doubt, but I will admit it is a pretty
close question after all. [Laughter.]

Mr. SIMS. Would it not be a good idea to put Michigan salt
on the free list, as one amendment to the bill?

Mr. NYE. Now, Mr. Chairman, I see that the time I was ex-
pected to occupy has expired. I did not intend to any more than
generalize as to this bill and to give my general views and obser-
vations as to what we should do. I have tried to divest the sub-
ject of all sectionalism and all partisanship and submit a few
observations for what they are worth and such weight as they
are entitled to.

The great industries of this country I would promote and
foster, but back of that I wounld remember that this is a gov-
ernment of American homes, that this Nation may be likened to
a tree; the trunk is the home, the roots may run down into the
soil of self-denial and virtue; the three main branches may be
the schoolhouse, the ballot box, and the church; the foliage, in-
telligence, patriotism, and religion;.and the final fruit to the
ideal patriot of this country will be peace, plenty, and pros-
perity. [Applause.]

But above all in this representative government, do not treat
lightly or triflingly the sentiment which springs from the great
common heart of America, and which may be proven to be wiser
than the theories and arguments of men on this floor. Let us
make the necessary and wise changes in this bill along the lines
that I have indicated. Malke it, first, a means of revenue; second,
equalize the duties; third, encourage industries; and, fourth,
such other provisions as are in this bill and incident to it.

That is my view. Let us do it. Let us make the bill as good
as the title. Then we can go back and say to our people, “ This
js a law in the interest of American industries and American
labor, and it is for the permanent welfare of all the people from
ocean to ocean and from the Lakes to the Gulf.,” [Applause.] -

Mr. SISSON. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the committee,
I desire to congratulate the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
NyEe] upon his magnificent presentation of this question, and I
aiso desire to thank him for the nonpartisan and nonsectional
way in which he discussed this all-important question.

It is a coincidence that the first time I address this body I
should follow the distinguished Member from that great State,
and that while he was raised in one school of political thought,
I, hailing from the other side of this great Union of States,
was raised in a totally different school of thought, and yet the
difference between the distinguished gentleman from Minnesota
and myself, in the views we each entertain on this great ques-
tion, is just about the difference between “ tweedle dee” and
“tweedle dum.” [Laughter and applause.]

When the distinguished Member asserts that he believes in a
tariff for protection I differ from him as widely as the Consti-
tution warrants me in doing, and that is as widely as we are
separated geographically. I maintain that there is not one
line, word, or syllable even in our Federal Constitution, which
we have all sworn to support, that warrants this Government
in levying one dollar’s tariff for protection, but the only au-
thority given Congress to levy customs duty is for the purpose
of raising revenue, and revenue alone. [Applause on the Demo-
cratie side.]

Whatever of incidental protection may come to our industries
out of that, whatever benefits may accrue by virtue of that
tariff, which, by the way, is a tax and a necessary evil and one
of the incidents of government, I have no objection to; and I be-
lieve that all revenue ought to be raised so as to place the least
possible burden upon the American consumer, and at the same
time contribute as muech protection to honest and legitimate
American industries as is consistent with publie good.

I therefore differ with the gentlemen when they cry for pro-
tection as a prineciple, and contend that it is a mere incident to
the tariff and should not be the cause of any tariff.

I maintain with all the vigor of my soul that Mr. Walker was
right when he said :

Place your revenue, first, npon the luxuries of life, and if that does
not raise enough revenue, then, second, upon the comforts of life, and
if that does not raise enough revenue, then, in dire straits, the Govy-
ernment would be permittéd to tax the necessities of life,

That is, I believe in taxing riches, and not poverty, to run
this Government. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Gentlemen of the House, when those on the other side of this
Chamber assert with great vehemence and vigor that the pres-
ent Dingley bill is a good tariff law and that this Dingley law
brought about all of the prosperity which this country has en-
joyed in the past decade, I desire to call the attention of the
Members of this House to the fact that it is passing strange for
such contention to be made by the party in power, for this same
prosperity, during the same period of time, was with England
and Germany and France and throughout the whole world.

Republicans claim everything, but surely they will not have
the effrontery to attribute all this prosperity outside of the
United States to the Dingley law. ;

In the contention that the Dingley law brought all our bless-
ings for the last ten years, they lose sight also of another propo-
sition that comes into this economic situation.

In 1896 there was in circulation only $22 per capita, and the
Democratic party contended then that there would be universal
good times if we would increase our per capita circulation.

That contention has been verified, for as soon as gold was
discovered in Alaska and the new processes of extracting it
from its ore were discovered, and our circulation began to in-
crease, our prosperity increased, and in 1897 our per capita
circulation reached $33 per capita. This increase, of conrse,
caused a necessary rise in prices and this would have been true
had there never been a Dingley tariff bill. In free-trade Eng-
land they saw the same corresponding rise in prices.

But, gentlemen of the House, I will not inflict upon you any
further academic discussion of this great question. I want to
give you some facts, some concrete and startling facts and fig-
ures, which show conelusively that the Dingley law has robbed
the great farming and unprotected consumers, who constitute
the great bulk of our population, and poured untold millions into
the pockets of trusts, combines, and protected American industries,
and that it has not protected American labor. Then, if I show that
the Dingley law is bad, it follows as the night the day that the
Payne bill is worse and will make more havoe, cause more
poverty, and foster more trusts and more illegal organizations
of ecapital under the form of law, and extract more from the
pockets of the already exhausted consumer,

Now, if this bill is a good bill, one of two propositions must
be true. It must either raise a large revenue to be in propor-
tion to the vast protection afforded under it, or it must protect
with reasonable equality each and every man who labors under
the folds of the American flag. If it does neither of these
things, then the bill is bad.

If the amount of revenue is small in proportion tc the pro-
tection furnished, or if the American laborer is not benefited in
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each section of the Union alike, or is not protected at all, then
the bill should fail of passage. If the difference which the
American consumer pays for goods here in this market and
what he could buy goods for in the foreign market goes into
the National easury to defray the expenses of the Govern-
ment economically administered, or if it goes into the pockets
of American labor, burdensome as it is, the millions of patriotic
consumers would not be heard complaining, nor would they
complain if they knew that the American laborer got the differ-
ence with which to buy food, clothes, and the necessities of life
and to educate his children.

This is exactly what the Republican party has told him has
been happening. But in the last campaign they were compelled
to change their tune.

A great deficit in the National Treasury stares our American
people in the face, and that under the Dingley law. Poverty,

- want, and hunger, with their long and bony fingers, are claiming
their victims by the thousands. “ What shall we do to be

saved?” Here is what you said:
The Dingley bill does not raise enough revenue. It was good. It is
bad now. Elect us again, and we will revise the tariff. e will give

a great revision of the tariff downward.

The press teemed with it. It echoed from every stump al-
moest upon which a RRepublican spoke last fall. You were com-
pelled when before the people then to make the promise, and the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. NYE], Republican as he is, and
hard as it is for Republicans to remember anything that they
say before the election, especially on the floor of Congress, has
just stated—and it is the truth, and you Republicans know it—
that you promised to give the American people a material reduc-
tion and a real revision of the tariff downward. [Applause on
the Democratic side.]

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Nyg] is right. Many
of you gentlemen would not be occupying your seats to-day
in this body if you had not followed the leadership of Mr.
Taft, and promised your people at home that you would not de-
ceive them this time; that you had * hollered " wolf repeatedly
before, but that this was the real thing now. [Applause and
laughter on the Democratic side.]

But when you take into consideration the fact that the Dingley
tariff bill did get a great amount of revenue, the gquestion may
be asked why it was that the Republican party in the last elec-
tion was compelled before the American people to pledge them-
selves, as the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Nyr] has just
stated, to give the American people a material reduction and a
real revision of the tariff? It was because there is too much
protection under the Dingley bill, and you know if. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

And the American people are watching the Republican party
to-day, and if you pass the Payne bill as it is now written you
will find that the American people will say to you, “ We have
welghed you in the balance and you have been found wanting;
you promised us that you would give that relief that we have
asked, and you have denied it to us.”

WOOLEN GOODS.

Mr. Chairman, the Dingley tariff bill, as I view this whole
schedule, is an infinitely better bill than the Payne bill, and if
this biHd becomes operative, just as it is written, then, indeed,
gentlemen of the committee, the charge might be made that the
orthography of the gentleman’s ancestors was bad, and he ought
io have writien in front of the bill, not P-a-y-n-e, but P-a-i-n,
because that bill will destroy many of the chances of these Re-
publicans to come back to this House. The P-a-i-n bill does not
fulfill your pledgze to the American people.

It is contended by the ultraprotectionists that under the
Dingley tariff law the American laborer was protected.

I am going to demonstrate by these figures—and they are
taken from the report of the manufactures of the United States
in 1905—that that is not true. I am going to call attention to
the most wicked schedule in this whole bill, that of woolen
manufactures.

There was produced in the United States in 1905—and yon
may add about 10 per cent for the production in 1908, though
for the purpose of this discussion I have taken the figures of
1905—there was produced in the United States in 1905, $767.-
210,990 worth of manufactures of wool. The exports were
$1,786,240, leaving for home consumption $7065,424,759.

Let us see what the margin of protection is under this
schedule.

The average, or approximately the average, schedule under
the Dingley bill was 90 per cent. Therefore, in order that you
may ascertain what protection was offered to the American
manufacturer of woolen goods, it is necessary to ascertain what
the value of woolen goods would be in the foreign market on
this basis of protection, and we find that the $767,210,990

worth of wool manufactured, if that margin of protection is cor-
rect, would have cost in the foreign market only $404,651,368.

Mr. COLE. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. SBISSON. Certainly.
Mr. COLE. In referring to the statistics from the govern-

mental bureau, it indicates manufactures of wool, value of
products, $380,000,000 and odd, instead of §$767,000,000 and
odd, as the gentleman gives. From what authority does the
gentleman quote?

Mr. SISSON. The gentleman is guoting only one class of
manufactures in this class, and I include the whole wool
schedule.

I include in this all of the wool, except raw wool, that comes
from the sheep’s back, because you protect every particle of
wool that comes into this country, whether scoured or washed
or yarned, and in estimating the value I have not confined it
particular]y to the value of the yarn, but to the whole woolen
schedule as it comes from the different sources. [Applause on
the Democratic side.]

Mr, COLE. Mr. Chairman, do I understand the gentleman to
say that that is the value of woolen manufactures, or the amount
of wool consumed in the United States?

Mr. SISSON. It is the value of all the woolen manufactures,
as I stated a moment ago, taking the wool that is imported into
the United States, that is raised in the United Sates, and the
total amount of all character of manufactures, and the protec-
tion is offered to the whole wool schedule and not alone to the
items the gentleman has there.

Now, then, if you take these figures—and whether these fig-
ures are absolutely correct or not, they are approximately cor-
rect, and will illustrate the principle—if leaves you a margin
of protection on woolen manufactures of $362,569,622.

Suppose, if you please, that the American laborer gets just
twice the wages that the foreign laborer gets, and in this I
shall estimate the wages in Germany and in England and in
countries of that character. I find that the labor was only paid
$135,060,063 to manufacture all of these woolen manufactures
manufactured in the United States.

If we pay American labor twice what was paid foreign labor,
it is fair that we should deduct from the margin of protection
the difference in wage at home and abroad.

One-half of that wage is $67,534,000 and odd, and if you will
take that from the margin of protection yon will find that we
have a margin of protection over and above what it costs to
manufacture these goods in the foreign markets, provided your
schedule is correct, of $295,023,091.17.

To state the proposition in another way: If the American
consumer could buy his woolen goods in the open market, he
would save each year $295,000,000.

Now, mark you, not one dollar of this goes into the Treasury
of the United States to pay the expenses of this Government.
No; not one penny. Every dollar of this goes into the pockets
of the wvarious woolen manufacturers. They are permitted,
under this most infamous of all the tariff schedules, to rob the
American consumer annually of something like $205,000,000.

How can the farmers, mechanics, carpenters, clerks, working
girls, and all the army of poor that labor for a livelihood, longer
bear the burden?

Why should they be compelled to longer pay this tribute to
woolen manufacturers?

In the cold and freezing winter, you Republicans require the
poor farmer, miner, and carpenter to pay twice as much for his
woolen goods as he would have to pay in the open market. Is
it right? Is it not simply robbery of one class, the poor, for the
other, the rich?

I am not ashamed bhere and now, atlhough you may denounce
me as a demagogue, to come and plead the cause of the poor
American consumer.

I am not afraid to be put down on the side of Jefferson and
Jackson, and as long as I shall be a Member of this body I shall
always be found doing battle for the man who toils. A

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. I would like to ask the
gentleman, Does this $242,000,000 go into the Treasury of the
United States?

Mr. SISSON.
moment.

Now, let us see whether this is a revenue schedule or whether
it is simply for the purpose of requiring the Ameriean con-
snmer to continue to fill the capacious pocket of the greedy
manufacturer, who gets twice as much for his goods as does
the manufacturer abroad.

Every time we buy $1 worth of foreign goods we purchase
$34 worth from our home manufacturers. That is, notwith-
standing he is willing to sell at half what our home manufac-
turers are willing to sell at, he can only sell $1 to our $34.

It does not. I will illustrate that in just a

T e w
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Now, to answer my friend and colleague from Mississippi
[Mr. HUMPHREYS].

Every time $1 is paid into the National Treasury under this
woolen schedule from woolen imports, $14.40, clean, clear-cut
profit over and above a legitimate foreign profit, over and above
costs of American labor, and over and above freight charges
across the Atlantie, goes into the pockets of the manufacturer
of woolen goods. [Applause on the Democratic side.]-

This does not end the tale of woe and robbery. They are not
through skinning the American consumer yet on this wicked
woolen schedule. They must lash the farmer’s back some more.

If our wholesale merchant, as was well illustrated by my dis-
tinguished colleague from Arkansas [Mr. Macox] on this floor
the other day, is compelled to calculate his profit upon the cost
of the goods to him, and the retailer calculates the per cent of
profit on cost to him, so when each, the wholesale merchant and
the retail merchant, is compelled in this protected market on
woolen goods to pay $2 for a wool hat instead of $1, and he
wants to make 20 per cent, he calculates 20 per cent of $2
equals 40 cents—$2.40 is the price of the hat instead of $1.20.
Then the retail merchant wants 10 per cent for carriage and 25
per cent profit for cash, and the $1 wool hat in the English
wholesale market has grown so that when the hat reaches a
Mississippi farmer the cost to him has advanced 324 per cent.

INDUSTRIAL SLAVERY.

This condition is rapidly bringing about a complete system of
industrial slavery. It has been the boast of the Republican
party that it is the party of freedom. It boasts that it struck
the shackles from four millions ef black limbs. But what are
you doing now under your infamous scheme of protective tariff?
You are binding and welding the shackles upon the limbs of
millions of white American laborers.

Every jewel that sparkles to adorn the persons of the rich
is the crystallization of the sweat from the brow of labor; every
luxury and comfort which we enjoy is the product of some
laborer’s brawn. All the brick and mortar and marble that
rises, a dream of beauty and grandeur on the face of this earth,
is a mighty monument to the laboring man’s patience and toil.
All the mighty fortunes with which you Republicans corrupt the
electorate of this country, you have wrung from the millions of
laborers, toilers, and farmers. But your greed and selfishness
is “like the scent of the bloodhound, when once he laps blood
he never bolts the track,” and my colleague from Kentucky [Mr.
James] was right this morning when he so eloquently said,
“There has been no man on the other side of this Chamber
who has ever plead the cause of the American consumer on the
floor of this House.” [Applause on the Democratic side.]

The reason is, these Republican manufacturers and trusts
have for years been lapping the lifeblood of the American con-
sumer, and they will never bolt the track. Like the bloodhound,
anyone who tries to stand between them and their prey, they
would destroy. They call him “ demagogue;” they misrepresent
him in a subsidized press; and it is an unequal contest, because
they have erected so many engines of destruction to hurl him
to political ruin.

But I want again fo refer to this wicked woolen schedule.
his bill in its title says that it is to raise revenue. This is a
farce when we examine the small imports under this bill as
compared to the American consumption. The Government does
not, as I have shown, get a dollar from the home manufacturer.
It gets its revenue on the import.

In 1907 the imports of woolen manufacturers was $22,047,740,
and the duty paid was only $19,847,018. The value of the goods
in the foreign market was $22,047,740, for which Americans paid,
after they were imported, $41,804,758. That is to say, that
while the Government got $19,847,018 in revenue, the American
manufacturers got approximately $295,033,091 over and above
what was a legitimate profit to the foreign manufacturer.

How can a Republican look an American in the face, espe-
cially if he is wearing a wool hat? If he can, it is the highest
evidence that he has sinned against the Holy Ghost and is be-
yond redemption,

MEN'S CLOTHING.

I will not weary you with going over in detail the schedule
on men’s clothing at this late hour at night, but will simply
call your attention to its wickedness.

In 1905 there was manufactured in the United States $355,-
796,571 worth of men’'s clothing. There were no exports, and,
of course, all this clothing was consumed at home. The duty
on men’s clothing averages 82 per cent, and the margin of pro-
tection on the whole is $170,303,939. Now, if you allow twice
as much for home labor as for foreign—and this is allowing too
much—t1e foreign labor would get in wages to manufacture
the whole American product one-half of $57,225,560, the Ameri-

can cost of labor, which would be $28,612,780, and deducting
this, which is the estimated amount of wages paid in America
more than in Europe to do the work, you get a net margin of
protection to the American manufacturers of $141,601,152 on
men’s clothing,

This is what the American manufacturer can charge over and
above the legitimate profit of the foreign manufacturer, allow-
ing that the American pays twice as much for labor.

Is this tariff levied for revenue? Certainly not. We only
imported $1,852,442, and the revenue obtained was $1,582,785.
This protection is absolutely in the interest of the American
manufacturer, and not in the interest of the United States
Treasury.

Every patriotic American citizen, if he knew when he bought
a hat or woolen shirt, or woolen garment of any kind, that he
was paying $1.90 for it, and that 90 cents were going into the
Treasury of his Government to pay the expenses of his Gov-
ernment he might not complain, because he would say that it
is a necessary evil, and he is willing to be burdened as a
patriot to pay the expenses of the Government; but when he
is told that where the Government gets $§1 of revenue from this
source, from men’s clothing, the manufacturer of clothing gets
a clear profit of $82 [applause on the Democratic side] he
becomes dissatisfied. g

Now, I will not run through all of this line, but I want to give
you what I think illustrates perfectly this situation.

Owing to the lateness of the hour I shall not weary you
Ionger than is necessary to state these figures to you; and then
I want Republicans, if they will dare, to go before the American
people and explain these figures, and they were not gotten up
by Demoecrats, but they were gotten up by men who surely will
not misstate the facts.

Now, listen. In 1905, the total——

Mr. HEFLIN. The gentleman does not mean to leave the
impression that Democrats would mislead the country or mis-
state the facts if they had gotten up thesge figures?

Mr. SISSON. I certainly do not, nor do I intend to say that
they were not Republican officials; but I do think if there was a
motive to do wrong about it the motive would be on the other
side, and not with us.

Mr., CANDLER. The gentleman means to state that the fig-
ures which he guotes are obtained from governmental sources
and officials of the Government?

Mr. S8ISSON. From the officials of the Government now.

Mr. JAMES. And in addition, I would suggest that while
figures will not lie, liars will sometimes figure.

Mr. SISSON. That is true. The total amount of manufac-
tures manufactured in the United States during 1905 was $14,-
478,846,647. Now, you may add about 10 per cent, I am in-
formed, to that for the manufactures now. The margin of
protection, at an average of 45 per cent—and the margin of
protection under this bill is 46.50 per cent, I believe—but at 45
per cent, which is the average under the Dingley law, let us see
what the margin of protection was. It was $4,493,334,770. The
difference in labor cost, if labor cost twice as much as it cost
abroad, would cause the American manufacturer to pay $1,231,-
169,699 more than the foreign manufacturer would pay, because
the total amount paid in wages for all the manufactures in the
United States was $2,462330.398. Therefore you have a clean,
clear-cut margin of protection upon all manufactures in the
United States under the Dingley law, and it is higher under this
bill, of $3,262,265,071, which is a margin of protection against
the consumer.

In other words, to get it in dollars and cents so that you can
understand it, let us state it this way: If the American manu-
facturer takes advantage of the protection that he has, and if
the people of the United States had in cash in 1905 fourteen
billion four hundred and seventy-eight million and odd dollars,
and were to buy their goods in the open market, they would
have left in their pockets $3,262,265,071, and under the present
protection the manufacturer gets it all.

Now, it may be argued that the American manufacturer has
not taken advantage of all this margin of protection. Then do
angels grow in the form of men engaged in this industry and
monsters in every other? No. A manufacturer, like any other
man, will always get what he can for his product, and no Re-
publican will deny it.

Then you find that American labor has received of the
$14,000,000,000 worth of his own toil about one-seventh of what
he has earned during the year.

Is there any fairness in a schedule like this?

On the contrary, gentleman of the committee, it is a mon-
strous proposition, and there is no wonder that there have been
failures to the amount during the last eighteen months of over
$650,000,000. [Applause on the Democratic side.] ;
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Do you expect the American consumer to sit silently by
withont protest? He did not in Mr. Taft’s campaign, because
Mr. Taft was against the present protective tariff. And the
Republicans who have been going up and down this land all
these years singing the praises of Republicanism and the Ding-
ley bill were compelled to admit at the last election that the
Dingley law was bad, and said, *“ We pledge you that we will
cure the defects in that and give you a material reduction.”
[Applause on the Democratic side.] Why? Because it meant
the defeat of the Republican party if that was not done. But
when they come before this House, what do we find? That
they have revised it upward and not downward.

Now, gentlemen of the committee, I want to call your atten-
tion to one of the greatest evils, to my mind, that flows from the
idea of protection. I have read as closely as I could, during
the time I have had since I have had the hearings, the character
of the questions asked and the answers given, and have noted
the kind and character of men who went before the committee.
I was astounded when I found that nearly every man that went
before the committee with his facts and figures was a man
having some selfish interest in this schedule, and that the Ways
and Means Commitiee has given ear to that, and the sequence is
that this bill is nothing more nor less than what these manu-
facturers wanted, because the Republican majority on that
committee reported it exactly in accordance with the self-
interests of these gentlemen as they went before the committee.

I come from a State where we only ask simple justice. We
have not in my section of the State any interest that demands
protection. In the southern portion of my State there have
been some interests demanding protection on lumber. I told
these gentlemen, when they came to see me, that I would not
vote the protective tariff on any article, and they told me that
if they did not get this protection it would destroy the lower
grade of lumber, that they would be compelled to leave the
timber in the woods, and I asked one of my friends what he
would seil the Inmber of this character for at his mill. He told
me he would sell it at $7.50 to $8 a thousand. I told my friend,
in the presence of several gentlemen, that I would take a
hundred thousand feet of it, becnuse I need it now to build
some houses on a little farm that I own. .

He says:

S1ssox, I would like to sell you the lumber, but if I did, my name
would De stricken from the retail dealers' association and my own
market would be destroyed.

[Loud applause on the Democratic side.]

Yet, there was a controversy on this floor as to whether
there was or was not a lumber trust,

Now, listen: There has only been one gentleman on the Re-
publican side, so far as I have heard, who has admitted that
there was such a thing as a trust, and that was the distin-
guished gentleman who preceded me. But when you come to
hunt for one of the things you never find an office nor an
officer. You find some sort of an agreement somewhere, and
when the courts get after the trust and locate the right fellow,
they do like they did down in Mississippl, they _hide behind
the constitutional protection and decline to give evidence against
themselves. [Applause.] My colleague [Mr. Byrp] was
right when he said there is an agreement; there is a trust, eall
it by name what name you please, with the Retail Lumber
Dealers’ Association, and whether the manufacturers are part
of it or not, the American consumer is punished just as sue-
cessfully as if they were. [Loud applause.]

When I tried to buy lumber, No. 2, to go over to Webb, Miss.,
where I wanted it, they told me they wanted $16 a car to take
one car of lumber., If I get a mixed car for the purpose of
building a little house, I am charged $18 for the same lumber
at Webb, Miss. Is it fair? Is it right? Is it justice to the
American consumer?

If we could just get a little competition, and the courts of
the country, the federal courts, would be a little more active
in fining these trusts, and the Republican party would be a

" little less active in levying contributions against them for cam-

paign purposes, there would be some progress along the line of
genuine reform. [Loud applause.]

I believe the Republicans, as a rule, are very good fellows,
and you can not help but like many of them, but, I tell you,
they are pretty shrewd fellows, you know. [Laughter.] When
you begin to touch the great corporate interests of this country,
you touch that which has been the mainspring of Republican
success for the past thirty-odd years, because what they fail
to do with coercion and threat they accomplish with corruption,
campaign funds, evasions, and appealing to the federal courts,
and have managed to accomplish the defeat of every honest re-
form that was ever advocated even by your own party. [Ap-
plause.]

Now, then, gentlemen of the committee, if this party now in
power will carry out the pledges to the American people they
will cut this schedule half in two. But I want to show you also
the evil effect of this protection. Every industry is coming to
Washington for protection. Mark what I tell you. Your pro-
tective idea is fostering socialism. If the large interests of the
United States can come to the American Congress and get pro-
tection, then the laboring man wants to know why he can not
get protection? We are confronted with the proposition that
the American laborer is perhaps the only thing except “divi-
divi,” “catgut,” and matters of that kind upon the free list.
You will find that American labor is put down in the same
schedule. If you thought of American labor as you say that
you do, why do you not enact into law some protection for him
from the horde of foreign immigrants that come from these
pauper countries year by year? [Applause.]

You know you are asking for the cheapest labor that you can
get. I do not criticise a man because he hires a hand just as
cheaply as he ean, I see my friend from Georgia [Mr. Eb-
waARrDs] sitting in front of me. Do you not employ labor as
cheaply as you ean in Georgia?

Mr, LANGLEY. Will the gentleman allow me to interrupt
him?

Mr. SISSON. Certainly.

Mr. LANGLEY. The gentleman seeks to eriticise our party
for not keeping out foreign laborers. Will he explain what the
difference is between keeping out~the laborers themselves and
keeping out the products of pauper labor?

Mr. SISSON. The difference is this: That where one man
is engaged in a manufacture of one particular article or line
of articles there are thousands of consumers that are pur-
chasing it.

Mr. LANGLEY. That is not an answer,

Mr. SIBSON. Yes; it does answer your question, because if
you are the friend of labor you want to give them the highest
wages first, and then give some protection against the pauper
labor of Europe. [Applause.]

Mr. LANGLEY. I am in favor of keeping both out.

Mr. SISSON. You are continually clamoring here that you
are giving protection to American labor. Youn give the same
protection to American labor that the bird of prey gives to the
dove, You wring from the laborer every dollar that you can,
in order that you may put it into the coffers of the already too
rich institutions of this country.

Mr. LANGLEY. I believe the gentleman said he was in
favor of free lumber.

Mr. SISSON. Yes; I am in favor of free Iumber.

Mr. LANGLEY. I believe your contention is that the tariff
is added to the price of the article, and therefore if you take
the tariff off of the lumber, it takes that much off the price
of the lumber, and therefore it takes that much out of the
wages of the laborers who are employed in that industry.
Now, how can the gentleman explain?

Mr. SISSON. In the first place, I do not know, if you were
to take the $2 off of lumber, that it would materially reduce
the price of lumber, because I believe that the lumber trust
and the retail dealers’ association may be able to control the
price, anyway, but I am willing {o try it and give them a tilt.
Are you?

Mr. LANGLEY. I am not. I want lumber protected.

Mr. SISSON. Now, I want to show you that the great trou-
ble with this party in power is not the fact that they have not
had enough revenue, They have had more revenue to run
this Government with than any other party had had in years;
and when you look at the enormous expenses of running this
Government, it is startling. If I can lay my hand on a memo-
randum I had here among my numerous papers, I will give you
the figures.

I thought at first some of the Republicans around me had
taken the paper. It is the first thing they have ever failed to
take when it was in sight. [Laughter.] My friend LANXGLEY
comes from Kentucky, and he is pretty close to the border line.
I suppose he has enough good genuine Democracy in him not to
allow him to take everything. Now, I ask you to listen to these
figures and carry them home. I do earnestly trust that my
good Republican friend from Kentucky [Mr. LANGLEY] will lay
these figures to his sounl, and that he may ponder them this
night, remembering that—

While the lamp holds out to burnm,
The vilest sinner may return.

[Laughter.]

Mr. HEFLIN. In the confusion a moment ago, I understood
the gentleman from Mississippl to say to the gentleman from
Kentucky that he was willing to have all the hindrances re-
moved from the sale of lumber, and to let the law of supply and
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demand regulate the price, and the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. LancrLeY] said he was not.

Mr. LANGLEY. Mr. Chairman, in reply to my friend from
Alabama, I have no hesitancy in saying that I am unwilling to
have the present tariff removed from lumber. If my friend
[Mr. Sissox] will give me the time, I want to say that the
reason I am unwilling to have that tariff removed from lumber
is that I believe in the American doctrine of protection to
American industries and American labor, and I am glad to have
this opportunity to say that. [Applause on the Republican
side.]

I do not believe the duty on lumber ought to be reduced to
$1. Instend of that, I should like to have it increased if I
could.

A Meameer. What about free hides?

Mr. LANGLEY. I am opposed to free trade in anything that
we produce. I am in favor of protection to every American
industry.

Mr. SISSON. I must decline to yield further, I like to be
courteous, but time is very precious. Do you know I am some-
what amused to see how a Republican, when you get him into a
tight hole on this proposition, wiggles, twists, and squirms.
“ Now you see him, and now you don't.”” It is the little three-
shell ganme. Where is the ball? And when the American peo-
ple try to find it, it always turns out that it is not there.
[Laughter.]

Mr. LANGLEY. Will my friend yield to me just a moment?
I will ask him, Is he, as a Democrat, opposed to the principle
of protection, and is he opposed to the protection of the lumber
industry? There has been some question down in my section
of Kentucky as to whether Democracy is in favor of protecting
lumber or not. I am glad to have this opportunity fo put the
gentleman and his party on record on that question.

Mr. SISSON. I will go on record with all my heart by saying
I am opposed to protection on anything.

Mr. LANGLEY. I am in favor of it on everything, and there-
fore I disagree with the gentleman. [Applause on the Republi-
can side.]

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. Will the gentleman permit me to
ask a question of the gentleman from Kentucky?

Mr. SISSON. I will.

Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. The gentleman from Kentucky
says that he is ardently in favor of protection. I would like to
ask him if he is in favor of more tax on whisky and beer?

Mr. LANGLEY. I certainly am; and if I have the oppor-
tunity I will vote for a tax of $2 on beer and a higher tax on
whisky, instead of any tax on tea and coffee. [Applause.]

My, SISSON. Now. gentlemen, I want to get back and show
my good friend how much he and his party have been spending
here Iately. I know he and they do not want to hear it. You
know I have heard the Republican party praise itself as being
the only business party. They put their thumbs in their vest
holes and look at us with a smooth and pelite and suave man-
ner, and say, “ We are the business people of this country.”

T.et us see now what sort of people you have been in the past
year. 1 always thought that a good business man was a man
that swould always spend the least amount of money and get the
best results. I have thought that, when I employed a man to
manage an industry for me and he ran the industry into the
ground and left my treasury in a bad fix, it was bad manage-
ment.

Mr. HUGHES of West Virginia. That is because you are a
Democrat, and do not-want to pay the laborer fair wages for
his work. [Laughter.]

Mr, SISSON. My dear sir, you are not now discussing the
proposition I am on. Iam going to show you that you have been
complaining that you did not have enough revenue. I am go-
ing to show you that in the last five years you have had more
than has ever been collected in any five years during the his-
tory of the Government. Listen. The last five years of the
Roosevelt administration cost this Government $2,950,000,000.
The five years of Lincoln's administration cost this Government
$2.604,000,000, and Lincoln fought the civil war; and the last
year, 1865, the expenses were over $1,000,000,000.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Will the gentleman please give the
expenses of the last year of Andrew Jackson’s administration?
[Laughter.]

Mr. SISSON. Yes, sir.

Mr. LANGLEY. Here they are.

Mr., SISSON. I am afraid to take Republican figures.
[Laughter.] Here are the figures, and I want to say now that
they are about one-fifth as much per eapita as they were under
ithe ]Roosevelt administration. [Applause on the Democratic
side.

Now, listen. The last five years of the Roosevelt administra-
tion, as I stated a moment ago, cost this Government £2,950,-
000,000, while the five years including McKinley's administra-
tion cost $2,253,000,000, or $697,000,000 more under the Roosevelt
administration than it cost under Mr. McKinley, and McKinley
fought the Spanish war.

Mr. HUGHES of West Virginia. If the gentleman will pardon
me, that reminds me of the State in which I live, West Virginia.
Under a Democratic administration the expenses of that State
were about half of what they are at present, but under the Demo-
cratic administration we did not have any public institutions,
we did not have any public schools, we had only four months
term of schools, and now we have eight months. We have the
best normal schools in the South, all under Republican admin-
istration.

Republicans spend money, but the people get value received.

Mr. SISSON. My dear friend, that may be true, but it must
have come from the association of West Virginia in this House
with national extravagance of the Republican party. [Laugh-
ter.] In my country we do not have that sort of Democrats,
because we believe we run an economical government, and we
do it, and get good results. I know these fizures hurt, but they
were made necessary by your party.

Now, then, gentlemen, I must be getting along, for I only want
to detain the committee a moment or two longer. If I had not
been interrupted you would have been relieved some time ago
of this dissertation. I want to show you how you have in-
creased the fixed expenses of running the Government and let
you answer before the American people.

In 1880 the expenses of running the Government were
$255,618,541.91. Ten years after that it had increased to
$342,811,448.40.

That is an inerease of about $87,000,000, just about in pro-
portion with the increase of the population.

In 1890 the expenses were as I stated a moment ago. In
1900, $497,000,000, an increase of $154,000,000, and, mark you,
the Spanish-American war was fought then.

But let us see how the last five years of Republicanism com-
pares with that, a time of profound peace.

In 1908 what did we spend? Six hundred and ninety million
eighteen thousand nine hundred and forty dollars and ten cents,
or deducting execess of interest on bonds, more than three times
as much as was spent twenty-eight years ago. The above does
not include special appropriations, but only fixed expenses upon
the Government. If you include all appropriations during the
last two years of Roosevelt's administration, it runs up to over
one billion annually. At that ratio where will you be the next
five years? 1Is there any wonder that the bread line is on the
increase? Is there any wonder that your Treasury is found
wanting? Is there any wonder that there was a panic during
the last two years? [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. ANDRUS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SISSON. Yes.

Mr. ANDRUS. What year was that?

Mr. SISSON. In 1908,

Mr, ANDRUS. But the gentleman spoke of 1000 a few
moments ago.

Mr. SISSON. I can not yield further, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ANDRUS. My statrement is this: That the gentleman
stated the expenses of the Government for the year 1900 as
six hundred and ninety-odd millions of dollars.

Mr. SISSON. No; $690,000,000 for 1908, including net ordi-
nary disbursements and interest on public debt and premiums,

Mr. ANDRUS. That is, $64,000,000 in excess of what the
reports state.

Mr. SISSON. Not if the statement I hold in my hand from
the Secretary of the Treasury is correct.

Before I close, I want to call the attention of the committee
to this amendment, which I want to offer to this bill if I am
permitted, and it is this:

Amend "3 inserting after section 38 the following section,” to be
numbered 3

“(a) That_ there shall be paid a tax of $2 on each deadly weapon
manu store-

ctured and sold or stored in any warehouse, facto
house, or any other place for sale within the United States, rgy what-
ever name such deadly weapon may be called.

“(b) That this act shall cover all pistols, dirk knives, bowie knives,
sword canes, stilettos, brass knuckles. and all other instruments com-:

monly known as ‘' deadl wenpons
*“{¢) That there sha! e&n hy. or uuder the direction of, the
of the sury of the United States an adhesive internal-

revenue stamp in the denomination of §2, to be placed upon all weapons
taxed under this act, and when any of said weapons are sold or offered
for sale by any manufucturct. corporation, person, or firm, the aaid
manufacturer, corpora person, or firm shall plnce a $2 revenue
stamp, Blregnmd under thfs act, upon all weapons covered and in-

his act, and said stamp shall be ennceled by the manu-
facturer, corporation, persom, or firm, and shall bear the date upen
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which the stamp is placed upon the weapon, and the stamp shall also
bear the initials of the corporation, manufacturer, person, or firm
canceling the same,

“(d) Any manufacturer, corporation,
refuse to comply with this act by sell
warehouse, factory, storehonse, or any other place, any of the weapons
mentioned or included in this act, or intended to be included in this act,
zritl:out first placing thereon a $2 revenue stamp shall be fined not more

han $1,000, or imprisonment for not more than six months, or both,
in the discretion of the court.

“(e) This act does not apply to any arms of any kind sold to the
United Btates Government nor to any State for her state militia.”

If given an opportunity, I will offer this amendment and ask
that the duty be taken off of some of the necessities of life,
for example, from agricultural implements, boots and shoes, or
some other necessity of life,

This amendment would reguire the lawless to pay some of the
taxes of running this Government. Pistols were made to kill
men with, dirk knives were made for cowardly filends, brass
knuckles for a Bowery bully, and this tax of $2 would bring in
considerable revenue from this class.

Now, Mr. Chairman, in conclusion let me say that the only
thing we ask of this House, the only thing we ask of this Gov-
ernment, is to be treated fairly. Everything on earth that my
people sell is sold in the open market. We raise more than
$600,000,000 worth of raw cotton annually, and of that amount
more than $400,000,000 is sold in the open markef, for which
gold is brought to our shores, and all of this protection that the
manufacturers of the United States are getting is saddled as an
extra burden upon my people.

May we not appeal to you to save us from the robbery of the
cotton gambler and speculator? Decency demands it. Every
State has a law against gambling. The gambler is an outlaw
everywhere except in interstate commerce. Here he plies his
nefarions business; here he fattens under the protection of the
laws made by you.

Will you not help us drive the cotton gambler from the com-
merce of our great country? This we have the right to ask you

“to do, for the honor of our common couniry and for the protec-
tion of the cotton farmer of the South,

We furnish from the cotton fields of my section the raw
material that makes possible a mighty industry in New Eng-
Iand. Thousands of belching smokestacks blacken your skies
to-day which would be cold and lifeless if we failed to make
this erop of cotton and thousands of homes in New England
would be desolate.

May we not ask you to come to our aid and assist us to ex-
ploit our cotton goods in every land?

While our crop is large, it is not half what the world needs
and would buy if you will only give us a fair chance to go after
business in the foreign markets of the world.

We do not ask to share in all the disbursements. We do not
expect that. We have borne our portion of the pension roll and
we have done it cheerfully, and, in addition to that, out of our
poverty we have contributed to our own indigent soldiers, and, in
addition to all that, we have taken care of an almost pauper-
ized race. We have done that cheerfully.

I Lail from a land whose bosom has been riven with the bolts
of war, a land of sorrows, a land that has known many griefs;
a land whose patriotism and devotion to prineiple and to this
Union is pure after a test of fiery war and, what is still more,
the erucible test of oppression and wrong. Out of it all the
sunny South has emerged the fairest portion of this Union, true
to her tradition of honesty and fair dealing. All she asks at
the hands of this Government is fair treatment. She asks to
be relieved at least of a portion of this burden which she has
borne all these years. She has paid her portion of the pensions
and has gotten nothing in return. But she has not complained.
She has cared for her own beloved veterans at her own ex-
pense, in addition to caring for yours, and she will continue to
cheerfully eare for her own and she will not complain. She has
built monuments to her own sacred dead at her own expense
and has paid her portion of the tax to build monuments to the
herces of the Union, and she has not complained. No! On the
contrary, when a common enemy shall assail us, she will cheer-
fully mingle her blood with yours in defense of the common
country. Her sons will die as bravely and as cheerfully. Her
daughters are as fair and can sing ;

My country, 'tis of thee,

Sweet land of liberty,
with as much melody and heart as can those of any section of
this Union.

With thig devotion to our common country, as great as yours
and certainly more unselfish, because we have carried our
part of the burden but have not gotton anything in return for
it, may I not in the name, then, of my people beg of you to re-
duce the tariff burden?

rson, or firm who shall fail or
g or offering for sale in any

We ask at your hands that you give us that sort of schedule
that will enable the consumers of my section, who sell every-
thing they sell in the open markef, not to continue this burden
of an average of 45 per cent on everything we buy. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

We ask this simple justice at your hands, and I thank God
that the time has come when we can strike hands across this
aisle and those of us who have come on since the strife can look
at Old Glory and can love it as you do. We fought for it as
you did, or my ancestors did. In the late war with Spain we
rallied to the defense of the common flag. Any dishonor there
is dishonor to me and to my people, and we are willing to go
with you in defense of the country when it is assailed by a com-
mon enemy.

The only thing we appeal to you for is a little simple justice.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. FOCHT, Mr, Chairman, I move that the commitiee do
now rise,

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and Mr. CoLg, Speaker pro
tempore, having resumed the chair, Mr. OruMsTED, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union,
reported that that committee had had under consideration the
bﬁll H. R. 1438, the tariff bill, and had come to no resolution
thereon.

ADJOURNMENT.

Then, on motion of Mr, Orumstep (at 10 o’clock and 30 minutes
p. m.), the House adjourned.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS,

TUnder clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
gr the following titles were introduced and severally referred as

ollows :

By Mr. ESCH: A bill (H. R. 5702) to supplement an act en-
titled “An act to promote the safety of employees and travelers
upon railroads "—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. SPARKMAN: A bill (H. R. 5703) increasing the pen-
sions of those now receiving or entitled to pensions under the
acts of Congress approved July 27, 1892, and June 27, 1902—to
the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 5704) to
establish a fish-cultural station in the State of New Jersey—to
the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. CLARK of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 5705) providing
for the purchase of a site and the erection of a public building
at Fulton, Mo.—to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds,

By Mr. SHEPPARD: A bill (H. R. 5706) to create a com-
mission to develop sources .of revenue outside of taxation,
through the utilization of the natural resources of the public
domain—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LIVINGSTON: A bill (H. R. 5707) for the relief of
the State of Georgia—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. HAMMOND: A bill (H. R. 57T08) to create in the
Department of War a roll to be known as the * Volunteers’ honor
roll,” and to authorize placing thereon, with half pay, certain
persons who served in the United States Army, Navy, or Ma-
f&itnlfe Corps during the civil war—to the Committee on Military

airs.

By Mr. LIVINGSTON: A bill (H. R. 5709) establishing the
iganta national military park—to the Committee on Military

airs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5710) to appropriate the sum of $605,-
756.51 to reimburse the State of Georgia for the use and occu-
pation of the Western and Atlantic Railroad during the year
1865 by the military authorities of the United States, for moneys
belonging to said State collected by said military authorities
during said period and not heretofore repaid to said State, and
for interest improperly collected from the management of said
Western and Atlantic Railroad during the years 1866, 1867, and
1868—to the Commitiee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5711) to establish at Atlanta, Ga., a sub-
treasury—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5712) to provide a site and erect a public
building in Fairburn, Ga.—to the Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5713) to provide a site and erect a publie
building in Conyers, Ga.—to the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5714) to provide a site and erect a public
building in Jonesboro, Ga.—to the Committee on Publie Build-
ings and Grounds.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 5715) to provide a site and erect a public
building in Decatur, Ga.—to the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds. .

Alsa, a bill (H. R. 5716) to provide a site and erect a public
building in Douglasville, Ga.—to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds,

Also, a bill (H. I&. 5717) to provide a site and erect a public
building in Covington, Ga.—to the Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 5718) to provide a site and erect a public
building in Monroe, Ga.—to the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 5719) to reimburse the State of Georgia
money advanced in removal of the Creek and Cherokee In-
dinns—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. GRANT: A bill (H. R. 5720) to establish a fish
hatchery in the Tenth Congressional District of North Caro-
lina—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. MAYS: A bill (H. R. 5878) to provide for the survey
of St. Andrews Bay, Florida—to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5879) to provide for the survey of Apalachi-
cola Bay, Florida—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. BYRNS: A bill (H. R. 5880) fixing the salary of
Members of Congress and Delegates—to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

By Mr. AMES: A bill (H. R. 5881) to regulate the business
of insurance within the District of Columbia—to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 5882) requiring
any citizen of a foreign country who may apply for a copyright
registration or for letters patent from the United States for an
invention to pay to the United States for such copyright or
patent the same amount of fees and be subject to the same laws,
rules, and regulations relating to the registration of copyrights
and the issuance of letters patent, and relating to the issuance
and maintenance of copyrights and letters patent as the Govern-
ment of such foreign country exacts by its laws and regulations
from citizens of the United States in such cases—to the Com-
mittee on Patents.

By Mr. SHEPPARD: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 41) to
increase and popularize the use of cotton materials in the
Tnited States by directing the executive departments to pur-
chase same in preference to foreign materials, and by request-
ing companies, firms, and individuals fo make purchases with
the same object in view—to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: Joint resolution (H. J. Res.
42) getting aside certain lands within the Mescalero Indian
Teservation in New Mexico for the use of the Indians thereon,
and providing for the sale of the residue of the lands therein
for the benefit of said tribe of Indians—to the Committee on
Indian Affairs.

By Mr. KINKEAD of New Jersey: Resolution (H. Res. 46)
that the next State to be admitted to the Union shall be called
Lincoln—to the Committee on the Territories.

By Mr. PRAY : Memorial of the legislature of Montana, pray-
ing for the improvement of the Missouri River, the Yellowstone
River, and the Red River of the North—to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors.

Also, memorial of the legislature of Montana, recommending
the establishment of a new division of the Railway Mail Service,
to include the States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Afon-
tnna, and the Territory of Alaska, to be designated as Division
No. 13—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, memorial of the legislature of Montana, recommending
the donation of 150,000 acres of public land to the state peni-
tentiary of Montana, 150,000 acres in aid and on account of the
state insane asylum, and 150,000 acres in aid and on account of
the state orphan’s home—to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, memorial of the legislature of Montana, praying for
legislation providing for a reclassification of all the mineral
lands .of the State of Montana within the Northern Pacific land
grant—to the Committee on the Public Lands,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

TUnder clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred as
follows:

By Mr. ALEXANDER of New York: A bill (H. R. 5721)
granting an incrense of pension to John Rupert—teo the Commit-
tee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ASHBROOK : A bill (H. R. 5722) granting an in-
crease of pension to Joseph M. Lightell—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5723) granting an increase of pension to
Ary R. Gardner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5724) granting an increase of pension to
Sarah C. Hupp—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BOWERS: A bill (H. R. 5725) for the relief of the
%sitaite of Harris Barnes, deceased—to the Committee on War

aims.

By Mr. CARLIN: A bill (H. R. 5726) granting a pension to
Frank A. Howell—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5727) granting an increase of pension to
Ernest G. Lee—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CRAVENS: A bill (H. R. 5728) for the relief of the
(e:aI:a!E of Dorothy Davis, deceased—to the Committee on War

8.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5729) for the relief of the estate of Nancy
W. Estes—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. DE ARMOND: A bill (H. R. 5730) granting an in-
crease of pension to John Webber—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. FORDNEY : A bill (H. R. 5781) granting an increase
of pension to George K. Fairman—to the Comniittee on Invalid
Pensions. b

Also, a bill (H. R. 5782) granting a pension to Robert Wet-
more Lee—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 5733) granting an increase of
&ension to George Hutson—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

ons.

By Mr. HAMMOND : A bill (H. R. 5784) granting a pension
to Leonard E. Fowler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5735) granting a pension to Alma C.
Maxey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5736) granting a pension to Otto Gimm—to
the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5737) granting an increase of pension to
Albert Steinhauser—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5738) granting an increase of pension to
William Ballard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5739) granting an increase of pension to
Henry H. Herring—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HIGGINS: A bill (H. R. 5740) granting an increase
of pension to George H. Young—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5741) granting an increase of pension to
Clarissa A, Welden—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5742) granting an increase of pension to
Antoinette A. Ripley—to the Committee on Invalid, Pensions.

By Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 5743) grunt-
ing a pension to Hugh Morgan—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5744) granting a pension to George
Thnath—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5745) granting a pension to Willlam
Haley—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5746) granting a pension to Mary Ann
Farnley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5747) granting a pension to Maria Yorks-
‘ton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5748) granting a pension to Marie
Fraser—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5749) granting a pension to Elizabeth
Buhr—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5750) granting a pension to Michael J.
Tully—to the Committee on Pensions,

Also. a bill (H. R. 6751) granting a pension to Sweeting
Miles—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5752) granting an increase of pension to
Hugene L. Bmith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5753) granting an increase of pension to
James Emmens—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5754) granting an inerease of peunsion to
Lineoln W. Joscelyn—to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5755) granting an increase of pension to
Frederick Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. §756) granting an increase of pension to
Whitfield H. Lance—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5757) to remove the charge of desertion
now existing on the records of the War Department against
Charles Sansome—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a-bill (H. R. 5758) to remove the charge of desertion
now existing on the records of the Navy Department against
Charles Berry—to the Committee on Naval Affairs.
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By Mr. HULL of Jowa: A bill (H. R. 5769) granting a pen-
sion to Robert E. Brown—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5760) granting an increase of pension to
Madison C. Staves—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KINKEAD of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 5761) to cor-
rect the military record of Robert S. Brown—to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (I R. 5762) to correct the military record of Ed-
ward Johnston—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5763) to correct the military record of L.
Metze—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. LAMB: A bill (H. R. 5764) for the relief of J. B.
Chandler and D. B, Cox—te the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5765) for the relief of James T. Caldwell—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5766) for the relief of William M. Mantlo—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. B767) granting a pension to Isidore
Cohen—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5768) for the relief of J. N. Whittaker—
to the Committee on Claims,

Algo, a bill (H. R. 5769) for the relief of the personal repre-
sentative of the estate of Alexander Myers, deceased—to the
Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5770) for the relief of the trustees of the
Olive Branch Christian Church, of James City County, Va.—
to the Commitiee on War Claims.

By Mr. LENROOT: A bill (H. R. 5771) granting an increase
of pension to Benjamin 8. Kipp—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. LIVINGSTON: A bill (H. R. 5772) for the relief of
Charles L. Bradwell—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5773) for the relief of Ambrose Chewing—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5774) for the relief of Mrs. Susanna M.
Clay—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 57756) for the relief of Joseph H. Davis—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5776) for the relief of Elsas, May & Co.—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5777) for the relief of Mrs. Emily Evans—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 5778) for the relief of William Ellis—to the
Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5779) for the relief of Samuel I. Gustin—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5780) for the relief of Edman Green—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5781) for the relief of Jane Holbrook—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5782) for the relief of George P. Howard—
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5783) for the relief of W. R. Harris—to the
Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5784) for the relief of Joseph Lambert—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5785) for the relief of George W. Symmes—
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5786) for relief of Walter Wadsworth—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5787) for the relief of Andrew J. Wells—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5788) for the relief of Micajah Rasbury—
to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5789) for the relief of Honora Ryan—to the
Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5790) for the relief of George T. Rleeves—
to the Commitfee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H., R. 5791) for the relief of Mrs. Sarah E.
Youngblood—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5792) for the relief of Mark Miller—to the
Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5793) for the relief of Mrs. S. B. Law-
rence—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5794) for the relief of James A. Kennedy—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5795) for the relief of J. W. McConnell—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5796) for the relief of Ahijah Macy—to
the Committese on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5797) for the relief of the Christian
Church of Atlanta, Ga,—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5798) for the relief of the legal representa-
tive of James Doyle—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5799) for the relief of the Atlanta (Ga.)
Female Institute—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5800) for the relief of the Georgia Rail-
road and Banking Company—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5801) for the relief of Lucy Reese, ad-
ministratrix of the estate of John N. Swift, deceased—to the
Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5802) for the relief of the St. Luke’s
Protestant Episcopal Church, of Atlanta, Ga.—to the Committee
on Yar Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5803) for the relief of the legal representa-
tives of Alexander I. Williams, deceased—to the Commitiee on
War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5804) for the relief of the Masonic Hall
Company, of Atlanta, Ga.—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5805) for the relief of N. C. Fears, ad-
ministrator of the estate of W. 8. Fears, deceased—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5806) for the relief of the heirs of Green-
berry Backus, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5807) for the relief of the heirs of John C.
Bowden, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5808) for the relief of the heirs of Seaborn
J. Burk, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5809) for the relief of the heirs of Henry
Bennett, deceased—to the Commiitee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5810) for the relief of the heirs of Benja-
min F. Crowley, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5811) for the relief of the heirs of Carr
Cox—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5812) for the relief of the heirs of Cor-
nelius P. Cassin—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5813) for the relief of the heirs of James
Freeman—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also a bill (H. R. 5814) for the relief of the heirs of Lydia
Golasby, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5815) for the relief of the heirs of Thomas
and John Hollis—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5816) for the relief of the heirs of William
H. Harvill, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6817) for the relief of the heirs of Nancy

roggins, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5818) for the relief of the heirs of Blueford
D. Smith—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5819) for the relief of the heirs of Elizabeth
Smith—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5820) for the relief of the heirs of William
Sheppard—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5821) for the relief of the heirs of William
Wilmoth, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5822) for the relief of the heirs of Robert
Young Rodgers, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5823) for the relief of heirs of C. B,
Rosser, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5824) for the relief of the heirs of James
Peek, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5825) for the relief of the heirs of A. K.
Tribble, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5826) for the relief of the heirs of Larkin
Nash, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5827) for the relief of the heirs of Gideon
F. Mann, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5828) for the relief of the heirs of Mrs.
Ellen MecAllister, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5829) for the relief of the heirs of Ander-
son Mayfield, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5830) for the relief of the heirs of Wil-
liam Markham, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5831) for the relief of the heirs of Elisha
Mashburn, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5832) for the relief of the heirs of Thomas
W. McArthor, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5833) for the relief of the heirs of John
M. King, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5834) for the relief of the heirs of Wil-
liam Kile, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5835) for the relief of the estate of Henry
anks, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.
Also, a bill (H. R. 5838) for the relief of estate of Margaret
Barge, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5837) for the relief of the estate of Samuel

. Bratton, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

B
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Also, a bill (H. . 5838) for the relief of the estate of James
A. Gregory—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 5839) for the relief of the estate of John J.
Hart—to the Committee on War Claims.

. Also, a bill (H. R&. 5840) for the relief of the estate of Solo-
mon Landis, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5841) for the relief of the estate of James
A. Stewart—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5842) for relief of estate of Willis Ram-
sey—+to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. IRR. 5843) for the relief of the estate of John
M. Nace, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5844) for the relief of the estate of Daniel
B. Ladd, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5845) to carry out the findings of the
Court of Claims in the case of A. G. McDonald, administrator of
Robert H. Green, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims,

Algo, a bill (H. R. 5846) to carry out the findings of the
Court of Claims in the case of G. W. Aycock, administrator of
the estate of Reddick Aycock—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5847) to carry out the findings of the
Court of Claims in the case of Leopold Bickart—to the Commit-
tee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (II. R. 5848) to amend records of the War De-
partment—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5849) to amend the records of the War
Department—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5850) to authorize the Secretary of the
Treasury to pay the claim of Mrs. Mattie Stewart Glover and
Mrs. Katherine Stewart Ruse, the heirs at law and only legal
representatives of the late William Stewart, of Mobile, Ala.—
to the Committee on War Claims. :

Also, a bill (H. R. 5851) for extra compensation to Capt.
John Stewart—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. McHENRY : A bill (H. R. 5852) granting an increase
of pension to Martha D. Bryson—to the Committee on Invalid
PPensions.

By Mr. McKINLEY of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 5853) granting a
pension to Lafayette Higginbotham—to the Committee on Pen-
gilons.

By Mr. A. MITCHELL PALMER: A bill (H. R. 5854) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Charles Stevens—io the Commit-
tee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5855) granting an increase of pension to
David G. Williamson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5856) granting an increase of pension to
Emilius F. Kemmerer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5857) granting an increase of pension to
H. Vandewater—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 5S58) granting an increase of pension to
Evan Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 5859) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob E. Dreibelbies—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5860) granting an increase of pension to
Simeon Flory—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5861) granting an increase of pension to
Theodore Brodt—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5862) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob Hawk—to the Committee on Invalid Pensious,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5863) granting an increase of pension to
William H. Nevil—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5864) granting an increase of pension to
Emanuel Kresge—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5865) granting a restoratien of pension to
Henry Hoffner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RAUCH: A bill (H. R. 5866) to correct the military
record of John Lynch—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. REID: A bill (H. R. 5867) for the relief of W. H.
Hicks, administrator of the estate of John Diehl, deceased—to
the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. SPARKMAN: A bill (H. R, 5868) for the relief of
Samuel B. Ried—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, o bill (H. R. 5869) for the relief of W. W. Carey—to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H., R. 5870) for the relief of the heirs of Elias
E. Blackburn, late marshal of the northern district of Florida—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5871) to correct the record of William
Henry Beehler, commodore, United States Navy, and to place
him on the retired list, United States Navy, with the rank of
rear-admiral—to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. STERLING : A bill (H. R. 5872) granting an increase
of pension to Joal F. Terry—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
slons

A M e i I

By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 5873) granting
an increase of pension to Elliott C. Wager—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina: A bill (H. R. 5874)
granting a pension to William L. Carlton—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. WOODYARD: A bill (H. R. 5875) granting an in-
crease of pension to Matthew Corbitt—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5876) granting an increase of pension to
John 8. Clayton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5877) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Baughman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Petition of W. F. Piper, of Mansfield,
Ohio, favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Ary R. Gardner—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia: Petition of 84 citizens of
Macon, Ga., against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BOEHNE: Petition of H. G. Weber and other citizens,
of Evansville, and Carl F. Weisbrod and other citizens, of Rich-
mond, Ind., against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BURLEIGH : Petition of Joseph H. Wood, of Hulls
Cove, Me., favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined sugars—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BUTLER: Petition of Coatsville Council, No. 421,
Junior Order United American Mechanics, favoring an Asiatic
exclusion law against all Asiatics other than merchants, trav-
elers, and students—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Also, petition of citizens of the Seventh Congressional Dis-
trict of Pennsylvania, against a duty on tea and coffee—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CALDER : Petition of James E, Morris & Co., of New
York, relative to the following from the New York Journal of
Commerce: “ Withdrawal from bonded warehouses, free of
duty and taxes, of domestic articles subject to internal-revenue
tax and foreign articles subject to customs duties which are
used as ship’s stores on the high seas by vessels clearing for
foreign ports; also allowance of drawbacks on articles of do-
mestic manufacture made in whole or in part from dutiable
materials, when consumed as ship's stores on the high seas”—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Lithographers' International Protective and
Beneficial Association, favoring an adjustment or equalization
of rates to bring the specific duty to a uniform ad valorem
equalization to conform with amendments as submitted to the
;!;‘aya and Means Committee—to the Committee on Ways and

eans.

Also, petition of William J. Monaghan, of Brooklyn, N. Y.,
favoring an increase of duty on wall paper—to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of Business Men's Association of Norwalk,
Conn., against reduction of tariff on print paper—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Edward & John Burke (Limited), of New
York City, favoring provision in new tariff bill where duty is
specific to allow drawback on the container when in whole or
part of American manufacture—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. COOK: Petition of employees of the Jarden Litho-
graphing Company, favoring increase of duty on lithographie
products—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of Workingmen’s Protective Tariff League, of
Philadelphia, Pa., indorsing the hosiery schedule of the Payne
tariff bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr, CRAVENS: Petition of Coaldale Council, No. 22,
Junior Order of United American Mechanics, favoring Asiatic
exclusion law that shall be effective against all Asiatics save
merchants, students, and travelers—to the Committee on Immi-
gration and Naturalization.

By Mr. DAWSON: Petition of Sweetland Grange, Muscatine
County, Towa, favoring reduction of duty on raw and refined
sugars—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DODDS: Petition of citizens of the Seventh Congres-
sional District of Michigan, against a duty on tea and coffee—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.
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Also, petition of retail dealers in maufactured tobacco of
Elk Rapids, Mich., favoring a higher duty on manufactured
tobacco—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DRAPER: Petition of Chamber of Commerce of
Watertown, N. Y., against reduction in the existing tariff on
print paper—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. ESCH: Petition of Minneapolis Chamber of Com-
merce, against reduction of duty on barley—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas: Paper to accompany bill for re-
lief of John W. Hughes—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, FOCHT: Petitions of citizens of Newport, Millers-
town, Mount Union, Lewistown, and Saltillo, Pa., favoring re-
peal of duty on hides—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. FORNES: Petition of citizens of the Eleventh Con-
gressional District of New York, against a duty on tea and
coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of Seggerman Brothers, of New
York City, against increase of tariff on chicory—to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of C. H. Ronne, of Chicago, IlL, favoring redue-
tion of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Germania Importing Company, of New York,
for maintenance of present rate of duty on paper at 25 per cent
ad valorem—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of George Hudson—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of Max Lowenthal & Bro., of Rochester, N, Y.,
relative to the tariff on wool—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of Charles Gilbert Hawley, of Chicago, against
proposed tariff on patents, ete., as set forth in section 41 of the
Payne tariff bill—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of Hardwood Manufacturers’ Association of the
United States, against reduction on lumber and its products—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GALLAGHER : Petition of Chicago (I11.) Lodge, No. 4,
Benevolent and Protective Order of Elks, favoring a reserve for
the American elk—to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Algo, petition of citizens of the Eighth Congressional District
of Illinois, against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of lithographic workmen, favoring an increased
duty over the Dingley tariff on lithographic products—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Pasteur Vaccine Company (Limited), against
a duty on biological products—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Alzo, petition of executive committee of Woman's Board of
Missions of the Intferior, of the Congregational denomination, of
16 States, against proposed increased tariff on hosiery, gloves,
and linens in the Payne tariff bill—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By AMr. HAMILTON : Petition of residents of the Fourth Con-
gressional District of Michigan, against a duty on tea and
coflfee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HAYES: Petition of Chamber of Commerce of San
Diego County, Cal, favoring a line of freight and passenger
stenmers touching at all principal ports on the Pacific coast and
connecting at Panama with the Panama Railway—to the Com-
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petition of citizens of San Francisco and citizens of San
Jose, Cal., against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HULL of Towa: Petition of John C. McCombs and
others, for the bill granting badges to all soldiers of the eivil
and Spanish wars—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, petition of citizens of the Seventh Iowa Congressional
District, against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Samuel O. Tungate, of Des Moines, Iowa,
favoring reduction of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LANGHAM : Petition of 211 citizens of Apollo, Big
Run, Falls Creek, and Reynoldsville, all in the Twenty-seventh
Congressional District of Pennsylvania, favoring repeal of duty
on hides—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of American Plate Glass Manufacturers’ Asso-
ciation, favoring an increase of duty on plate glass—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MANN: Petition of citizens of Chicago, against a duty

on tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of citizens of the Second Congressional District
of Illinois, against a tariff on tea and coffee—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. OLCOTT: Petition of citizens of the Fifteenth Con-
gressional District of New York, against a duty on tea and
coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PAYNE: Petition of Enterprise Grange, No. 597, Oak
Corners, Ontario County, N. Y., favoring a general parcels
post—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. PARSONS: Petition of citizens of the Thirteenth
Congressional District of New York, against a duty on tea and
coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of lithographic laborers of the Thirteenth Con-
gressional District of New York, against reduction of the tariff
:;1 lithographic products—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. PRAY : Petition of Symons Dry Goods Company and
other business firms of Butte, Mont., against an amendment to
the glove schedule proposed by the Glove Manufacturers’ As-
sociation—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of John Neubert and others, against a duty on
tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. REEDER: Petition of mine workers, for a tariff on
crude oil—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan: Petition of J. C. Shepard and
40 others, of Genesee County, Mich., favoring amendment to the
Constitution allowing women to vote—to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SPARKMAN : Petition of Jacksonville (Fla.) Board
of Trade, against reduction of duty on lumber—to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: Petition of citizens of Mirage,
Aspen, and Florence, all in the State of Colorado, against a
duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio: Petition of citizens of Columbus,
Ohio, ngainst a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Scheiffel Shoe Manufacturing Company
and other petitioners, for removal of duty on hides—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Dunn, Tift & Co., and other citizens of
Columbus, Ohio, against the glove schedule of the Payne bill—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Fred Wright and other citizens of Colum-
bus, Ohio, against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of Columbus Lithographing Company, Walter
G. Sulzer and other citizens of Columbus, and J. Luther Hughes
and other citizens of Ohio, for a higher duty on all lithographiec
products—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WANGER : Petition of C. W, Lessig, sr., and 24 other
resigents of Pottstown, Montgomery County, Pa., for the re-
moval of the duty on raw hides—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, protest of American manufacturers of plate glass,
against the reduction in rates of duty upon imports of plate
glags—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, resolutions adopted by the Cattle Raisers’ Association
of Texas in thirty-third annual convention assembled in Fort
Worth, Tex., March 18, 1909, urging that the tariff on hides
and cattle be retained and that reciprocal trade agreements be
established with foreign countries, whereby our surplus of cattle
and meat products will find a ready market in such countries—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, protest of Mrs. Lewis T. Rhoads, of Mont Clare, Mont-
gomery County, Pa., and 14 other residents of that loeality,
against the imposition of any duty or tax on teas or coffees by
Congress—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, resolutions adopted by the Pennsylvania Free Hide
League, assembled at Harrisburg, Pa., March 23, 1909, request-
ing Congress to restore hides to the free list—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania: Petition of G. E. Darby
and 186 other residents of the Fifteenth Congressional District
of Pennsylvania, for free hides—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of David R. Evans and 42 others, of Blossburg,
Pa., against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petition of Lock Haven (Pa.) Lodge, No. 182, Benevolent
and Protective Order of Elks, favoring the preservation of the
American elk—to the Committee on the Public Lands.




260

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

MArconm 30,

Also, petition of H. L. Berger and 22 others, of Muncy, Pa.,
for removal of duty on hides—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of Local Union No. 929, United Mine Workers
of America, of Oglesby, Ill., against decision of Judge Wright in
relation to Samuel Gompers, Mitchell, and Morrison—to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Schwarzenbach Brewing Company, of Gale-
ton, Pa., for removal of duty from Canadian barley—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WOOD of New Jersey: Petition of Mercer County
local Socialist party, of Trenton, N. J., for abrogation of treaty
with Russia—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Also, petition of Trenton (N. J.) Lodge, No. 105, Benevolent
and Protective Order of Elks, for a reserve in Wyoming for the
American elk—to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Algo, petition of citizens of Clinton, N. J., against parcels-
post and postal savings bank legislation—to the Committee on
the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

Tuespay, March 30, 1909.

The House met at 10 o’clock a. m., and was called to order by
Mr. Browning, its Chief Clerk, who read the following letter:

I hereby designate Hon. JAMES B. PERKINS, of New York, as
Speaker pro tempore.

J. G. CaxxoxN, Speaker.

SrEAKER'S RoOM. d

Mr. PERKINS assumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore and
called the Hounse to order.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

THE TARIFF.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 1438,

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 1438, the tariff bill, Mr. OrMsTED in
the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. BArTLETT] expected to be heard this morn-
ing, but is unable to be present. The Chair will, for the con-
venience of Members, state he will recognize first the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Cox] for thirty minutes, then the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. HucHES] for thirty minutes, then Mr. BATES,
followed by Mr. VReeLAxD, of New York. The gen#leman from
Ohio [Mr, Cox] is recognized for thirty minutes.

Mr. COX of Ohio, Mr. Chairman, in going into a discussion
of this subject I speak as the representative of a district which
not only produces but exports more manufactured goods than
any distriet in America. The third Ohio distriet within its his-
tory, in the persons of Gen. Robert Schenck and Lewis D.
Campbell, has twice supplied the chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee, a distinction enjoyed by no other distriet; so
that beyond commercial considerations it has always taken a
keen interest in the affairs of the tariff. I believe it is entirely
worthy of remark that this industrial center has not been a
part of the attempted misrepresentations in the tariff hearings
before the Committee on Ways and Means. I am sure that I
speak entirely within the truth when I assert that not one man-
ufacturer from this very important industrial scene has asked
for a schedule or a set of schedules in his own behalf at the
expense of the great American consumer. Our vast industrial
concerns not only feel secure against foreign invasion, but,
centlemen, they stand ready to beat any foreign competitor
upon his own soil if this Government will give them half a
chance. The reason for this primarily is that we have reached
an uncommon development in the manufacturing art, and inas-
much as it is fair to assume that newer industrial centers will
in time attain this same status, then it is entirely proper that
certain of our conditions as affected by the tariff should be
cited as a warning to every industrial community in this coun-
try. 1 desire, therefore, to ask the Clerk to read the following
letter.

The Clerk read as follows:

Tae Davis BEWING MACHINE COMPANY,
Dayton, Ohio, U. K. A., March 25, 1909.
Hon. James M. Cox,

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.
DeAR Sir: In reply to your telegram, we beg leave to advise you that
on account of Germany workLﬁ under the most-favored-nation clause
with other foreign countries, a

t country is in a better position to

manufacture and ship se machines and bicycles into Russl
France, and the other continental countries at about one-half the tari
that is imposed upon the American products in this line.

If your honorable body could see its way clear to reduce the tariff
on sewing machines and bicycles to about 20 per cent, instead of 45
per cent, we would then be in a position where our foreign trade could
go to their countries and ask for a reduction on American-made prod-
ucts in this line. Otherwise, we armoing to be comi)elled to give u
our forelgn business entirely or establish factories in Germany ug
Russia, and possibly France. If we do this, it will decrease our workin
force in this country over onme-third, and eventually probably one-hal
as we are making strenuous efforts to build up a large forelgn trade,
and if our Government is not gol to stand back of us and help us
to take care of it, b{ puttcieﬂ; us as %ood a position as Germany
is in, we are going to be for to do one of the above-mentioned things,
We have been urgently solicited for the past five years by our customers
in France and Germany to establish a factory in those countries, and
we have had under consideration the building of a factory in Germany,
but have lived in hopes that our Government wonld do something to
relieve the situation; consequently, we have been waiting to see what
would be done by the present administration. By bullding a factory in
German{ we can reach the other countries on the same basis that our
competitors are reaching them, and that would relieve the situation
just that much.

The Singer Sewing Machine Company have established factories in
Canada, England, Germany, and Russia, much to the detriment of the
workingmen of this country, which would all have been obviated had
we been doing business with the other countries as one of the most
favored nations.

Thanking éou for taking up this question with us, and hoping that
ou will be able to induce your co-Members to relieve this situation, we
eg to remain,

Yours, very respectfully,

TaE Divis Sgwixg Macmixe Co.,
F. T. HUFFMAN, President.

Mr. COX of Ohio. Gentlemen, that concern employs 3,000
skilled workmen. It turns out 600 sewing machines and 200
bicycles every day, and it is the largest independent sewing-
machine factory in the world, and likewise the largest inde-
pendent bicycle concern in the world. This factory has asked
the Committee on Ways and Means to reduce the tariff on its
finished products—sewing machines and bicycles—but the re-
quest has not been heeded. And now I ask, not in defiance, but
in most respectful inquiry of the framers and the advocates of
this bill, that they point out a single provision within it which
will reach this very situation described in that letter, namely,
that under the present intolerable conditions of the prohibitory
tariff they will be compelled to establish factories abroad, and
thus divide and disintegrate this large industrial concern in
Ohio. You have in the construction of this bill abrogated the
right to make trade agreements. The State Department has the
inherent right under the Constitution to make treaties; but if a
reciproecity treaty disturbs a single tariff schedule, then it must
come to Congress. You have insisted that your minimum and
your maximum arrangement would so regulate the industrial
affairs as between this country and foreign countries as would
well conserve our industrial institutions. I nmow ask you to
show me wherein your maximum and minimum arrangement
will provide for the very situation which is so eloguently pointed
out by this large industrial concern from the Miami Valley, in
Ohio.

If it fails in this, then is it not entirely fair to assume that
it is absolutely impractical? Gentlemen, you from the dis-
tricts of vested interests, which know nothing of the wide
commerce of the world, will understand within a very few years
that your maximum and minimum arrangement is not worth
the paper that it is written on. [Applause on the Democratic
side.] If it fails in this, it will fail generally, because in the
large affairs of commerce this is bound to be a very common
oceurrence. You are going to find that in matters of world-
wide industry there must be brought to the situation the human
agency of negotiation and compromise. An “automatic,”
mechanical legislative device will not reach. And in this con-
nection I want to read from another large concern in our part
of the country—the Computing Scale Company, of Dayton—the
following :

Our product is not greatly affected by an Import tariff. T refer now
to the finlshed product. It is, however, somewhat affected by Import
duty on raw material of several kinds, and with two exceptions this
import duty cuts little figure, either one way or the other, in our
product.

- & » L] - » Y -

The writer, who has personally conducted the extension of our trade
Into all foreign countries, has been forced to the conclusion that the
high-tarif wall surrounding our own cmu'll:r,al has been considered a
very important factor to be overcome by the officials whose duty it was
to consider the acceptance of our goods In those countries. I think the
same condition exists, in a great measure, with respect to many food

roducts that are Import into forelgn countries. This prejudice,
owever, we have not found to extend to the tradesmen generally; it
might lm:l:asl()lmlly, but not to a sufficient amount to consider at all
seriously.

That is to say, the fact that our country has the reputation in all
countries abroad of being one of high protection, and in many in-
stances a prohibitive tariff, creates, according to my observation, a

rejudice against us, and where it is possible to do so prevents the
ntroduction of American goods into those countries. It matters not
so much the particular kind of goods, or the tariff having a bearing
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